o

DOCUNENT RESUBE

DI BE R B BE BE B W Y

o

ED 126 689 g8’ BC 090 565. -~ -

AUTHCR Corsini, Cavid; Rothschild, Jenpie - s :

TITLE Parental lApproach for Early Intervention of Learaming
Disabilities. Pinal Report 1972-1976.

INSTITUTION Cheshire Public Schools, Conn.,

SPORS AGENCY Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Bducation

. (DHEW/OE), Washington, D.C. .

PUB DATE 76 . . . 2

NOTE' 128p.

EDRS FRICE MP-$0.83 HC-$7.35 Plus Postage. T,

DESCRIPTOES Exceptional child Education; *Bandicapped Children;
*Intervention; *Mothers; #*Parent Child Relationship;

. Parent School Relationship; Preschool Education;

6/ *Program Fvaluation 4 P

IDENTIFPIERS Plementary Secondary Fducation Act Title III; ESEA -~
Title III

ABSTRACT

‘ Presented is the program evaluatjon -report p% the
Cheshire (Comnecticut) Preschool Program for early intervention with
a total of 64 mildly and severely handicapped chi'ldren between 3 and
6 years old. It is explained that the mother-child proje®t has served
¢hildren with such handicapping conditions as hearing impai¥ment,
vision impairment, cerebral palsy, cleft palate, autiss,
hyperactivity, language delay, mental retardation, and emotional
disturbance. lListed are program objectives f{sech as giving mcthers
nev insights) ard evaluation technigues used. Detailed are -

characteristics of the children and the evaluation Frocess and g

. sequence. Presented in the major portion of the document are

evaluation' results which inclwde significantly increased IQ scores,
improved behavior ratings, and improved parent ratings., It is
concluded that the profram has had a dramatic positive impact on both _
children and mcthers. Appended are items such as a classroon
observation schedtle, a child rating stale, the preschool parent
questionnaire, and case‘histories, (DB) ‘ .
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OVERVIEW

. - X ¢ Lo I
. The Cheshire Preschool Program is a wholistic approach to the early in- T
tervention of learning disabilities. Six or seven children, with a variety -
of handicapping conditions and with different levels of needs, are grouped o
together with their parents in an educational setting. The goal of the program
j is'to allow each child .to develop his/her ‘optimal educational potential by work- ©
ing with the mother-child ‘unit. The home- physical environment, the school phys- -
ical environment, the staff consultants and the parents all become integral parts
of the ongoing diagnostic process and programming. .In the fan y@ars .of-the pro-
gram, documented gain§ for the children have been exceeded ‘only . by positive ' changes
in the child-rearing practices of the parents. .
The program is conducted for the children and mothers within two former kinder- '
garten rooms of an elementary school in a semi-rural suburban community of 2Q,000. L
It has been in operation for four years and has served 64-children.’ Some of the
handicapping conditions have been: hearing impairment, vision impairment, cepebral
palsy, cleft palate, autism, hyperactivity, language. delays, mental retardation,
i emotjional. disturbance, general developmental lag;, behavior problems, and mother's
concern about her child's normality. ( complete list of handicapping conditions is .
in Section II.) In 1975-76 the program has served 27-children and their parents.
(A summary of the handicapping conditions of the 27 children in the 1975-76 Preschool
is presented in Section II). The present staff consists of one coordinator, two ~ :
teachers, two aides and a secretary. The ancillary staff includes an architect, ‘
equipment designer, optometrist, psychiatrist, school social-worker and school psy-
. chologist. Dr. David Carsini, Associfte Professor of Human Development and Family
Relations, University of Connecticut,. has directed the evaluation effort; and Dr.
Jennie Rothschild has collaborated on the design and carried out the evaluation.

. . In the Preschool Program small groups of children (6) and pdrents (6) neet
. . ' with ‘a.teacher and an aide f9r a period of two hours per day. The children range '
. in age from three to six years and are grouped developmentally.. The older groups
of childrep come ‘four days a veek and the younger groups come three.days a week.
For half the time each day, parents work with the children, teacher and aide. - ?or
the other half, the parents meet:with the teacher, and/or aide, or. consultants and
discuss the events of the day, plan future activities and in general continue to
develop an understanding of how best to work with their children. - Parents also par- .
ticipate in special uorkshopa And soretimés have- home visits to help with their .
home environnent L

o~

. o !he_progran has several distinctive features. . oo ..

»

: " l. It is a nother-child project. The mother, after receiving a letter des-
cribing the parameters of the .program, must bring the child to the attention of the
program-and agree to attend regularly and to become part of the. educational team °
Uhich vorks vxth her child.

\ o., ' ‘. L]
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. 2. A central belief of the project is that the mother's perception of the "L
child is real ‘and influences the' child no matter what a prqfessional's judgement. -
might be regarding the child. The mother has the most experience with the -child
and knows more thin can be determined by standardized testing. .Thus, the staff

“ "must work with /the mother in planning for-the child because the mother is the:gssen-

, tialﬂl}ﬁk in communication’ between the child and professionals. B
R 3.  The hild is conceptualized as a complex totality made- up'‘of many ‘inter- .
. related systems. Every behavior contributes to.and is a reflectiodn -of the in 3

as a whole. A*problém in one system can cause a problem in ano ‘
system and/¢r affect the overall functioning of the totil child. .For example,
language’ handicap may be partly responsible for disturbance in a child's-so
relationshipé or the language problem may represent an expression of a childls 4
‘turbedrelationiship with a parent. 'Anothgr example would be that the characteri
tics of the .visual system affect what one sées, but it is also true that™wj
is ready/to see affects the functioning of the visual system. ".It is central tgF%hé
. " program fotus on the total child and to avoid focusing on one particular yior
or problem exclusively. ‘ < :

4. This project is committed to the belief that teachers and parents an learn
how tg change the physical environment to facilitate a child's development,’,It’can
- be u to stimulate the development of certain talents, to ctmpensate for/ certain *

limitations, or more likely to extend the child's conceptual play that hefhas initia-
ted ! . ’ - ’ ._" !

) +
- .

This report presents evidence of the effectiveness of the program, Because of
.and diversity/of tHe target:children,'the measurement- has involved several di-
Verse measurement techniques. . The .program does not fit neatly into he' pre test o
st test nb; perimental-control group design. However, both proceéss and product Y
valuation activity has beer conducted and is part of the ongoing.pfogram. ¢his year "
the program graduates have'been studied by interviewing the receiv g teachers, the -
special services personnel and the mothers. Each year the childrén in the progran”
are tested FAll and Spring on the Stanford-Binet and Gesell Deve opmental Scale.
Teachers- keep ongoing records on each child and fill out specia) observational sche- '
Qules three times a year. In the Fall and Spring the mother £¥lls out a questionnaire
;concerned with her perception of her child's behavior and her related feelings and
attitudes. A comparison group of nursery schodl mothers was/also given pre-post °
questionnaires. . e - oo ' ‘

The objectives of the pProgram, Sb'stated in the 1972476 Projéct Grants, amd
-"the research evidence of the success of  each objective e described in Section I. .
‘The.specific data referred to im the table are Present in Section 1V. -

L4
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. i the evaluation.

INDICATE NUMBER, . CHARACTERISTICS, and OTHER RELATED mt)omuon ABOUT, THOSE
‘NCLUD@. ' - . . ,4- . ‘ -0
. . L Ve ’ R CEIN .
A total*of“é! children and 64 mothers have participat] in the program in
the four years it has been in operation. he ages of the children range® .
¥rom three to six years. The number Sf children who have ’been in the~pro-
gram each year is listed below: N .
R A
f 0 1972é73 * 7" 6 children
1973-74 ., . - 19 children
"1974-75 27 children
. ‘ 1975-76 . 27 children

-

The hapdicapping’conditions of all 64 children are “described in fable"II1A, ¥
Page.$ 8).  / . - o ‘
] The.evaL&ation of the 1975-76 preschool program j €ludes 27 children and
their pdrents. The handicapp;ng conditions of these 27 children are descrlbed
in Table 11~B, Page (9). \ ., 9 )
A“ ®
ot All ¢f the children and parents are residents of Cheshire, Connecticut, ‘
-and all but three Chinese children and their parents (from the same family)
are Cau7Z:ian. Two of the children ih this year's preschool come from bi-
lingual/ homes, one ,Chine d one Italian. The participants arle predomlnant-
ly middle class, although \‘cross~-section of economic strata have been repre-
sented., The education of the mothérs has ranged from high school to graduate *
degreés. "Of the 27 1975-76 participants, three mothers were working full-time
'duriﬁg‘the program and six others were working part-time. Fathers" occupations

varied from-executives and physicians to factor worker to unemployed.
A

ay ~

L4

.# The 27 children in the 1975-76 program had a total of 46 siblings.
Seveﬁfeen of these, or 37% have received special services from thé school system
. fr’ learning problems.,, The percentage of siblings of preschool children ‘who
d received seérvices in the past thrge years are 33& in 1972-73, 54% in, 1973-
14, and 58% in 1974~75.

- *




. TABLE I1-A - y

) Hanéicappiﬁb Conditions
: ‘ 1972 - 1976 -

" , 64 children

Medical problems: -
Heaéing 1gss ' N 1l
_Cerebral palsy , P 2
.Birth defect ;' 1
Prematurity ot 8 Y
" Clef palate °1
Hylane membrane d1sea;x 2 *
Strabismus . 3
Cancer °. ; ;2 ’
. o
Mental deéviation :
- 'Retardétipn oL 2
Thought disturbance - 6 .
Gifted , 1 R .
"Emotiopal ) . - o
Autiém w 2
Hyperkinetic . 2 4
Socially disturbed . . 10
. s , ﬂ
Language problems o - ) ' .
Stutterlng ' - . 1l ) .
Developmental Delay 13
Articulation e 4 - ;
Multiply handicapped 3 ‘
1 ) ~
- q ' ' e

*?

(r
-
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y < Table II-B )
¢ . A N .» .

~ . HanMtapping Conditions
L . 1976 - 1977 o , ‘ ;

= w0 24 children ~ - ~ '

Medical Problems

" Birth defect 2
Cancer N 1 -- < .
Strabismus . 2 . ,
Brain damage 1 T - a
- - ) . . ) e ; #
Mental Deviation ™ - e, *
Retardation o2 )
“"Thought disturbance 1 »
. ‘ N jy:x
.Emotional - a : +
Hyperkinetig - ’ 1 -
. Socially disturbed - 4 —
. - ’ -~ . .‘ *
Language Problems ‘
Developmental delay 7 R o )
_ Articulation o2 . T T T
", Multiply handicapped 1l ) B
- Y .
” . 0 Q
" Pive children on’ vaiting list. .
.To be :erved :I.n the Consultation Center. . v
- -
- e L ;
- 4 ~ aQ '
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mution process has evolved over the four years of the program
as the need ‘and progress of the chxldren and the mothers have become better. -

* understood. Many of the original elements of the evaluation, such as the
Gesell and Stanford-Binet examinations, have been retained.

Other elements

of the evaluation, such as parent questionnaires and teacher reports have

been expanded and formalized.

Elements have been added each year. In addi-

tion, some of thé preschool procedures, particularly the video tape record-
ings and tape recordings, -need to be &eveloped into parts of future évalua- |

tions.
—>  1972-73:

1973-74:

- -1974-75

” evaluator.

The following list summarizes t.'he evaluation process for the four .,
years of the program: . .

. b
Sianford-Binep, Gesell, Parent (uestionnair® -and Interview,
Teacher Report. -.Conducted by the school psychologist.

Stanford-Bihet, Gesell, Parent Questionnaires and Peacher -

Checklist of Coghitive Tasks, - Condugted 'by" the school
psycholoiis-t. ) . - ..

v T 3

Stanford-Binet, Gesell, Parex':t Questxonnau‘es, Parent quure
Drawings af Parent and’ Child, Teacher Invenj:ory ©f Thildren's
Behavior, Year E;\d Teacher Assessment, Video-"tape Recording of
Parent~Child. Interaction. "Conducted by. part-time pregram

< - ¢
.
’
-
.. -

e

Stanford-Binet, ‘Gesell ’ ?;'e/Post Parent Questxonnaires (con- )
pared to Nursery School Control -Group), Paremt and Staff
Monthly Questionna:u:es, Teacher Classroom Observatioa Schedules
and Ratings (Initial, mid-year and final), vided-tape :ecordlng
of children, (pre/post), Developgent of Individual Case Studies,
Interviews of Parents of Preschool Graduates, Interviews of

Teachers of Preschool Graduates. »Conducted by full-tite evalua-

‘tor and supervised by part-time consultant. ° - .o
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Effects on Children as Measured by Standardized Tests: Stanford- '
B:Lnet and Gege/ll Developmental Bxa:unat:.on : ', .o
‘s - = -
« ;; e ) -
Related to: . . /
- . FY .‘ [y
Objective 4: To dev“elop a continuous evaluation process "
" for purposes of. research and demonstration.
} - . ‘ -
A} - . ) -
. - . - - §: e
Objective 6: To document gains in adaptability, reduction '
- s - of stress and improvement of cognitive funct.z.on-
ing in. the child, ... . / )
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o . ‘ STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OP STANFORD'BINET INTELLIGENCE DATA : '

1972 - 1976 | | . o

:"o.

The -accompanying figure presents: graphxcaliy the Stanford-Binet Lo
(1972 Norms) I.Q. change scores for.three groups of program children.
Table IV-A presents the pre and post’ scores for all children. The one group*
of eleven chilgren represents graduates of the program. The&e children were
first tested for the program in 1972 and’ 1973¢~ At the time of retesting, 1975, .

' those ®eleven children were ho longer in" the program but were within the reqular

school system. 2as a group these children had'an initial I.0. score of 74.1.
In 1975 these children had a mean I.Q. score of 90.2. Thxs change is statis-
tically significant (t (10) = 3.74, p < .b1).

Also 111ustrated is the pre-post I.Q. test data for the 23 children in & -
program dur1ng 1974-1975. For these children the mean initial score was 90.6
and the mean end of year score was 100.7. This difference was statistically
significapt (£ (22) = 3.25, pCsold.

*

Stanford-Binet I.Q. test scores for the 1975-1976 program year also are
illustrated on the accompanying figure (End of year testing was completed in

early May, 1976). It was feund that the beginning I.Q. mean score for the current
year program children was 98.3 and the end of the year mean I:.Q. score was 107.7. \
This difference is also statis;:ically significant (£ (23) = 2.84. 2_4 .01).

ot -Although an increase in. I.Q. .scores is not the primary objective of the _‘

* preschool intervention program, measured ‘I. Q. does increase as a.function of dé\
placement in the program; and this increase appears to be maihtained after gra
uation from the program. Helping each: indivijdual child use his or her potential 4
for learning remains the primary object of the program. However, since Stanford-
Binet I.Q. scores ‘are-good predictors of academic success, it is éhcouraging to
report that, on a grouwp basis, significant changes in I.Q. are produced by the

. program.

(3
Pt




I1.Q. Scores

60

Year

Tested{
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£(10) = 3,75, p<.0L.
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v . Analysis of Gesell Developmental Exdmination Scores

-~
. - "‘ N

The Gesell Developmental Examinat1on assesses developmental age. Used

for its djagnostic as well as .its evaluative value, the examination tests a
variety of languaqe, motor, adaptive and personal-sbcial competences. Table *
IV-B compares tKe growth in chronolog;cal and developmental ages and notes  the
(“differencqs for all four years of the preschool program. >t

¢

Ty

Analysis Qf the scores for each year indxcates that children in the pre-
school make gains in developmental age that are equal to their’ chronological

growth.

1975-76 . 1.04 months "

’ ) ‘: 197575 ' 1.1 months .
"’~?~: . : £973-74 . 1.0 months
.o 1972-73 § .93 months

.

&

*The average growth in developmental age per month of each group is:

Because each of these children has been 1dent1f1ed as having one or more handi-
capping conditions, which may affect devélopment the fact that their develop-

'mental growth has kept pace with their chronotlogicail growth may be another ifl=

dication of the effects of the preschool program.

- .
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Objective 4:, To develop a continuous evaluation process
for purposes of research and demonstration.
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. as showing an average perfect agreement between teachers and aides of 63.5% and

14 abilities at the three different times the ratings were made (October, -February,
, and June). The averages arg/based_on the teachers' ratinds. Table IV-D presents

g

-20-8- . RN SR

.
L) ’ .
- d -, P -

ANALYSIS OF BEHAVIOR RATINGS v

Teachers que general ratings of the abilities of each child in their

classroom in 14 behavior areas using a seven po;nt scale, with one indicating

no problem and seven representing a serjious: problem. (See Appendix B-1 ' for

a copy of the rating scale.) Ratings were made in October, February and June

wher the beginning, m1d-year and final Classroom Observation Schedules were
leted. The rating scale' corresponds to the Classroom Obgervation Schedules.r

N - ” - R « b 1 .

To obtain a reliability index for the ratings, at the end of the year the

aides in each classroom were asked to complete the same rating scale for each

child in their classrooms. The ratings of the aides were then compared to those =

of the teachers.. Table IV-C presents the results of these comparisons in each

of the four groups. The table also presents the results of the teacher-aide

comparisons for each of the 14 areas. The data in the table can be summarized

90% of the ratings within one point of each other.

. 3 ) .

2
Figure 1 shows the average ratings for the preschool group on each of the

the results of the statistical analyses: t tests comparing the first-and third
ratings. As both the figure and the table show, significant gains were made in

12 areas. The two are that did not show significant changes, as rated by the
teachers, were audit problems and physical disabilities,. areas which an educa-
tional program would not be expected to affect. However, visual problems did show

an improvement at the .05 level of significance and this area 5 ly reflects -~
the emphasis of the program on perceptual skills, the 1nf1uence of the optome-
trist-consultant.and the effect of some of the children's visual operations and/ Lo
or treatment. The other 11 areas; 9ross motor, fine motor, four languade arpas,
genéral learning, personality (or emotional development), social behavior wi .
peers, social behavior with qdults and conceptual development all indicate signi-
ficant improvements.

i
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TABIE IV -~ ¢

* \
Teacher-Aide Agreement

- % Perfect . % Within 1 Point
By Class (Overall): - . ,-,J .
1 (112 ratings) . 5178, 86.08
2 (96, ratin8§) . _6?-5\ 96.8 _J b '
T fetines) T T s .3 -
4 (112 ratings) | 75.0’ 89.3 ‘
. A ( R
By Area (27 ratings) | -
1. Gross Motor Skills - 5% ' o
2. Fine Motor Skills ] 63 ©e » 89
3. Amount of Speech 70 ' 89
Ty, Clarity of Speech 65 _ 89
5. Complexity of Speech 70 - e 89
6. Comprehension and Reception “ Ty o ’ 93 - ) L
7. General I{earni.ng Skills b1 ‘ : 10
8. Personality (Emotional Des.) 52 . B 89 / et T
9. Social Behavior with Peers '5,9; e Tyt '
10. Social Behavior With Adults 56 - " 93 g
. 11. Parent-child’ Interaction® ‘ . 52 _ 4 85 T 1
. 12 Comceptual Development | T0 - , . 93 ‘
"+ 13. Visyal Problems ; : 59 - | 96 ,
14, Auditory Problems /% } 8L | o L 100
18.. Ph‘ysi‘cal Disabilities o 93 , 93
16. General Health* ‘ | ‘ 56 _ ' 93 .

’

b C"&tegor’iea/@'\ at mid-year! Kot included in statistical ‘analyses..’ .
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. - ' INDIVIDUAL CASE STUDIES: e e
. SUMMARIES OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATION scximnum:g AND TEST 'kr.Pom-s - 5

¥ . g ', .-
. . d

-
.
v
4 .

» ‘ Y *

The Cheshire Preschool program includes children with a wldq«variety ‘ e '
of needs and strengths. The curriculum is highly individualized: no two

' e
N .

children are expected to select actiwities and use the materials in the same &
way, even if their needs are .similar. Moreover, no’ single evaluat;on instru- ;
ment can present-all the strepgths or probl of’ the whole child. Although o~

_ \we believe that the tests, ., a;ne; and Gese exam;netaons. provxda much, usefﬁt e, -r"
inférmation, they were not des1gned to examine-all the behaviors we feel make ' .
~up the whole child. ) , . i <

We feel that the observatlons of” the teachers, who work daily with.parent SR
.and child, can serve an evaluative %urpose. This year, we have used the Class- ]
- ‘room Observation Schedule (see- appendix) as a formal structure for the teachers!'
observations. Teachers completed the schedules three.times (beglnnlng, mid-year,
and end of year) ‘and shared the observations with the parents each time. In
order to presént a picture of the children who make up the preschool, we have
summarized the teachers’ observations for each child in the 1975-76 _program.
These 27 case histories together with the reports from.the Gesell and Binet -
examinations, convey information about the prescheol children that group scores
on particular behaviors cannot. -This highly individualized data -reflects the
highly individualized pature of the Chesh1re Preschool program and therefore:
samples are included 1n the text of the evildation, ' . -t

Y




Chifa 2 Tl ‘ Birthdate: - 4/12/71.
_ Kdmitted:  8/75 e . )

'

.o " Reason fbr'admissfonz Dowa's Syndrome

3

Classroom Observations.’1975-1976 . :
- ’{ .
% Gréss Motor $kills: ' In the fall had a wadale-11ke ga1t, would not Jump
or play ball, -had poor balance and coordlnat1on. ‘Has become more competent,™
. walk-is no longer a waddle, will clxmb, ;ump in Place, can hit tether Jbhall,
. —§ Jhuuﬁng is st111 not agl}e and She will hot ;ump doqn. _ She is very awann of .,
‘ herseIf in space,” except when runnlng..
L *#
Fine Motor Sk1lls- At first had poor finger ‘control, no plncer grasp,
had difficulty manipulating small objects. Manual dexterity, agility and ¥o-
-ordihation have impreved greatly this year. ) .

14

. Language: In the fall had d1ff1cu1ty understanding what was sa1d to -her
and almost no expres§1ve~1anguage. Now understahds everything gaid to her and
. 48 beginning to put two or three words together. Can.make herself understood

verbally. Music and mirrors have aided language dévelopment. - » L2

SEEN

04

General Learning\5k1lls. Her ,attention and ability to concentrate. have
been age-appropr1ate, but at times she moVes quickly &rom one, activity to )
another and had ‘difficulty getting involved. In the fal}, she would run oft -
of the room if noth1ng interesttd her. Now she-asks for materials.: Explora~
tory behavior. is beginning to show some plannlng. -She -ig interested in and .
willing to try new things. ’ . - "

«* . .
Auditory% Visual and Physical Systems: ..No apparent auditor?'problem: one
. ey® séems to tﬁrn in at time. Will have surgery in Augyst to close holes- in
her heart. P i . ‘ ’ '
. I " . . o .

- Emetional Development: At first ¢dad Tow tolerance of frusfration and fail-
ure. Is now better able to tolerate frustratigh., SelI-image and awareness of -
others are good. /gShe is outgo1ng and not afraid of new people or situations.
Sheblikes t have ‘her own way and it is difficult to get her to do-sémething she -
does not want to dB N s Y

.

e !

Social Behavior Witﬁ Peerg: 1In the fall.was not really aware of other
children. . Now can play with others, but needs .help in épproaching'thém in posi-
" tive ways., . ' ‘ s
With Adults: At first did much testing of adults, but responded to
clearly stated 11m1ts. Now aqe-appropriate. ’
" With Parent: In the f#1 would not let her mother out ‘of her sight.
Is now able to leave mother without-any problems. - e D) L

R4 .-
: . ¢ »

Cbanptual Develo ent. She, at 5§ yeqrs, 0 months, 1s"perf6rming at a mentalv -
age of 2.#4ears, 4 mon . Her strengths are .in the social,; adaptive areas while
her greatest weakness.i¥ with language. Last year, she was untestable on the
Stanford-Binet. Yo «

'

L]
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bevelopmental age: 2 years 8 months
There 'is much less scatter in her: .performance and more flexibility in her

redponse to structure. She continues to need that bit of extra time to make a
. total shift from one task into anbther. .
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. child 2 (cont.) * , o R
. * ’ * ;):a .
- ! < ZTest Performance - PO . \ )
. ! . "y ‘ ]
e Gesell pevelopmental: First exahination was given on’August 28, 1975.
. . . . . Chronological age: ‘4 years 4 months N
.. ¢ ’ Developmental age: 2 years 0 months ’
: A great deal of resistance to the test situation was observed Variant
, *behavior (xesponses to structure) was that of a child of 18 months of age, -
s b ce f Seconb examination was given May 10, 1976. .
IS L ten - ’ Chxonological age: 5 years 9 months

.




‘Child 8 o S e : .,  Birthdate: 4/30/70
Admitted: 9/75 ‘ :

. Reason for Admission: ‘Possible emotional problems, appears to
) function in abstract/end unable to-cdncre-
: - tize. Referred from private ﬁurSery school .
. L because of “inability .to ihteract with other
children. ° . .

4 3

« - " LY

Classroom Observations 1975-1976 , .
. * ‘. Lud

+“ 0‘ L
e 1
& 0

Gross Motor Skills: In’ the fall, was very tense ahd moved atiffly in all
activities. He did not €njoy motor activities and was unwilling to attempt most.
Abpeared to lack awareness of his body in space. Over the year, tenseness de-
creased especially in the context of dramatic play. His swimming and other motor .
activities showed marked improvement as did awareness of self in space. Now he
is less stiff and more willing to try motor activities. Skills ‘are age-appropri-
ate, but his muscle tone .can be ténse depending on.his emotional state.

B -

Fine Motor Skills: Have been age-appropriate all yeaf

-

Dan%gage. Comprehension is age-appropriate. Has had difficulty attehding
to verba directions, especially when he is anxious or upset; but he is more -
willing to accept verbal limits now than in the fall. 1In the fall his voice was
high and had little modulation, ’he talked constantly and when he was excited his
.verbalizations were unrelated and .confused. Now there is less extraneous verbi- -
age and his speech is. more connected to what he is d01n9. His voice is still
loud at times. . !

- o .
¢
[}

Genergl Learning Skills: 1In the fall, had difficulty setting limits, moving
from one activity to another, selecting a task and seeing alternative ways of uging
- materials. His -ability to move from dne activity to another, fo select a task and
to use materials 'in different ways have improved. He has had difficulty in organ-: .
izing himself and following through with activities since his mother's hospit#li-
zgtion in April, but has shown improvement in recent weeks. All year has been able
and willing to werk with other children and has shown good attention span and ability
to concentrate. L

» 4 .
: Auditory, Visual and PhYsical Systemsi In the ﬁall could not Visualize or

‘respond to curves, but now his visual abilities are aga-appropriate. He has trouble
sleeping wheh he is tense. No auditory problems. ’ vy

-~

Emotional Development: In the fall he was friendly but wagg;d to control sit-
uations and had difficulty following. Seemed fearful and anxious and showed little
‘reaction to success. He was frustrated when it was time to leave. He used fan- .
tasy to organize his ideas. Swimming has helped lessen his fearfulness and anxiéty.
He is no 'longer frustrated when it is time to leave. However, his mother's hospi-
taiization has made him more anxious and ‘€earful ‘and easily frustrated. Now he has
aiffioulty accepting adult support and feels very poorly about himself. Emotional .
developm.nt remains the majpr area df concern absut him, but hc is now better ablp

. "to” exp;esséhis anxiety and confustion.

ey g »

N L . - . ¢a




Child 8 (cont.)

§gg}al Behavior With Peers. In the fall was able tb interact and share
- with peers, but"has regressed. He is concerned abdut his lack of acceptance
by .his peers, ‘but is unable to modify his approach and requires adult help to”
have. positive 'social interaction. ° T
_ . With Adults: Good Lnteraction in the fall but lately- has heer ’
, hesitant to\yccept adult support and complalns about adult restrictions. '

.

W1th Parent: Age-approprxate. : .

> k]

'ftoncéptual Development: Well-developed abstract thinking and ability to
preplan and work from sequences verbally or diagramatically from beginning to
end. €ontinues to need’ adult support to get started, find alternatives and
integrate others into his play, Problems in relating thoughts t‘reality re-
main,

, Test Ferformance
Stanford-Binet: _He, at 6 yéars; 0 months, is performing at a mental age
.. of 7 years, 6 months. Last year, at 4 yeats, 11 months, .
. _ he performed at S years, 5 months.

L4

Gesell Developmental: First examiiat1on was g1ven‘Novembe= 6, 1975.
Chronolog1ca1 age: 5 years 6 months .. ' ' .
CL . €on .%. Developmental age: 4% years to 5 years -
' : Varient behavieor xndxcated very young emotional behaV1or--
about a 35 year: level Lo ‘
5 ° . - - A. . -
The difference between'his débelopmeﬂtal and chronological ages has lessened: -
It is now 1ess than 6 months whereas before it was from 6 to 12 months.
' Some tense, persevérative behavior remains. Hawever, this is not as rigid
and lacks the driven quality seen earlier.

c . Loem .




"Child 11 - | o N ‘ "_ Birthdate: 11/5/71
Adnitted: 9/75 . _ - \ s

" .. -Reason for Admission! Possible emotional problems
oo . . *" Peta) distress - -

- 2
v4

Classroom Observatiohs »975-197¢

Y

Gross Motor Skills: Avoided climbing equipment’ in ‘the fall; but used
more by end of the year. All skills have been age-appropriate levels all year.

-

Fine Motor Skills: Have been at age-appropriate’ level this' year.'

GénerallLearning Skills: In the fall had problems making and carrying out
realistic plans, choosing from Play materials available in the room, organizing
.play in a meaningful way, and making transitions from one activity to anotier.

By the end of the year he has become more able to 'use available materials and .
thus accept external limits. However, ability ég oiganize'play and make reaiistic
pléns,'while improving, remain below age level. .0 . _ -

Auditory, Visual and Physical Systems: Question of hearing ability ‘in the

.. fall, Now there axe no. apparent ‘problems. . - ‘ f . .
< .. . o M e -- - -
Emotional Development; -Has been volatile aldb year, although anxiety and «
need to overwhelm and control others have lessened. Appéars to have great emo-

‘tional fears and tends to fall dpart_when things become’too much for him. Remains

an area of concern. .

* - . -
LN - v

.

Social -Behavior with Peers: ' In the fall, needegd tg'control and feel power-
ful and could not Play cooperatively -with others. By end of Year, better able to
Participate jn group activities and play with and accept ideas of others. sStill
not at age-appropriate level. . . -

. . with Adults: Need to control aléovseen‘bere, althoygh ke has
. improved. over the year, . . A

3
-

. ’ 'Eﬂ&E_BEESﬂE} In the fall was jealous if £3ther played with
anothex child! Improved over the year, but not at age-appropridte level, -

Con ggggl‘oevelogéggt;_gat age-appropriate lpvq}.' o ’ T"

3 M * *

- * Test Pérfoggggge N . T

. . B L . . ’ "' . . . . 3

Stahford-sinetzr-ser at 4 zears.'s-ibgths, is ﬁgrforming’at a menta; age of
i 5 years, 11 months which Places him in the ‘superior range . -

Lo : of ability. His strengths are vocabulary: and comprehension:

In June, 1975, at 3 Years, ¥ months,_he achieved 2 mental age of 4 years, 6~months

Ob the Binet. SThus, in 10 months he's shown 17 months grouth_pentallg; -
v * * ° ) = > Qﬂ. l‘ -

-
.




child 11 (comt.) " "+ Birthdate: 11/5/71

. ~
N - - .
< - .

Gesell Developmental:" First exam:.nation was' ngen ‘July 3, 1975. .

o ) . Chranologic¢al age: 3 years 8 momths e

.. Developmental age: 34 + a:é * ’ <

Basically h1s overall development was in- keepmg with his chropologi_ca.lﬂage.
Slight scatter within the per!orma.nce*was seen, ’

2

. Second examxnatzon was given May 17, 1976 ,
Chronologzcal age. 4 Years 5 months :
- Develepmental age: 4 years'6 months .
His overall developmenta.l is strongly at his chronological age with ;mreral
successes beyond his age. . His gerf&rmande is-very consistent." . C-

.
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Tenild 120 ¢ . . . Birthdate: 8/3/72
i Admikted: 10/17/7s¢ R .- - T , é
o X '+ Reasén fbr'_Ac}missioni ' speeeh tmintelligible. b
s o B . T Visual-motor problems o,
. _ o _ Difficulties in spatial orientatign
o ) ngh;l.y qllergzc-'many ear-infections .
' Classroom Observations 19;15:1976 o y - : ., ) , T ,
.. . - Gross Motor Skills: In, the fall, had little interest in or ability on ‘

large motor eguipment. Climbing ab111ty and body balance were- popr. He has
- . improved greatly, particularly his confzdence in €limbing, but at times he trips
- -and .falls Lrequently. He generally lacks’ strength and vitality and seems weaker
than peers, but he is.now mot;.vated to try motar activities. R —

“n »

. ' .. PBine Motor Sk:.lls Coorg}matxon and dexterity are age-app}:opra.ate, but he
t L lakks strength in his hands and fmgersé' .

. -

L. Lanﬂaqe.. In t~he fall was >shy and reluctant.to talk, ’desp:.te well-develbped
¢ inner lamtuage, voca.bulary and thought. His. speech was almost unmt’elhgxble. )
By the end of the -Year his willingness to talk- had increased se that there are
. "now mora opportunities ‘to develop speech clanty, which remams below age level .
o0 *in everyda:} situations. N . - )

. <

. General Learning Skills: In the fan was distractzble and disogganized.
.Over .the -year he has shown general improvemént but inccnsistent behavior remains.-

! At *times he is well-organized and.able to concentrate,  at other tnnes he is dis- ‘
v T orgapized and distractible. However, when he attenis he shmts age-approprx.ate
-. > °  learning skills. = . : . P g,

- i R v

- "auditery, . Visual’ argd Physical gystems Has many oolds and ear infectfms
;v 7 wwhich may affect’ hearing. Questions remain about his v:.sual—motor systen be- ‘
< =~ cause of - the discrepanczes J.n his motor funct.;onmg. . R 1

~e

A -
N 4, .

R motional DevelopmeRt: - In the fall aid not- intezact with other children at’
S all. _Over the year has grown to trust and become friends with the other chil¢rea
e TS and is how able to work and play thh tﬁem, althonqh stin below an gge-appropriaﬁe

: lavel .

~ B i e

-y "

““Mith Adults; Age-approptiaté. ) . e

- . With Parent: ' Age-appropriate.’ . T _—
. . o e - 4 Y- L ) h Ve N - . .. -

. ST C , - o e _ e 3

I . -+ Conceptual Development: At age-appropriate level. v P .

R RPN N - ¢ . 1) - B - .\o . T T ; , . . N .'v’,,..'
.. = - R : - - . oot . ; *
PN .o e . Test Perfotnance o .n; . . . ) .

’ f . 'S‘iantora‘-iaine‘t.: He, at 3 ycars, 9 honthn is, perfo:mtng at a mental age . -
R e .. e of '5 years; 4 months.’ Hinparticulax strength is cog- 2 © .
B '},- < '~ ‘prehension. . Last year, at 2 years, 10 months, he perfom- : .

Sl " ea ,g 3 years, .8 nonths plus. (Hg could net sugtain to his cealing ﬂ‘JC )

(u
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Child 12 (cont.) ' - oL L . ,
(ge _ ) . ‘ ] o
Sesell De\ielcyuental _ Eirst examinat:.on was .given July 8, 1975 ~ - - o
o N T ¢hronologica1 agey 2 years 11 moriths Coe
A L Developmenta'l agé. pl yezu:s (+) . . e
. 6‘ g ~ r
Slig‘ht developmental youngness was seen at this time. 'l‘here was a difterence ’
of about 6 months. Between Chris’ developmental and chronological agese Van.ant RN
behavior suggested quite- young emotional dwelomwt. . -
Sec:ond examination was givem May 13,:1976 - ‘ BN
i . .Chronologxcal_ age:’ 3 years 9 months < >
. o Developmental age: 3 years 9 months - moving strongly
) . - into 4 year ocld behawnor. . .
Nice _qams have Peen made in his eoverall development. There is no 1ég between i
his chronological and developmentai age - in fact he has moved beyond ha.s chrono~,
logical age in several areas. Some sprech subst:.tut:,ons and fine motor tremor.
remain, however, they‘ do-not..seem to encumber his ab:.l:.ty to functmn. Do
't * ) e = ) Ot
. N % - ‘!. . - .
’ . ~ "‘ -
- ’ LS ‘ N
. . N - ,\ « .0 ¥ . ’ - o .
. . > % N ‘ * " | )
- ' ! . R ) ' .
. K > ‘\ > ) R
' . e . - . . ) - ) -
. . ° 3 . . s
§ - ° ‘::’ ) i
\\,/ “ .. 3 - . . N "'\ ~ ) », “ : '
Y - ‘ -‘: - ."- J P} , . » .:\ Y
. . e 40 o o4 el .- Pl
. . ~ N : ST LY e -~ T - - .
-~ H - . . Te
Y M toe ‘ L . N 4 . 3 .
-~ . ~ BEY \ by . . 5A , . . e - - . LY
4 ' 1 - . - T "v ¢ = v ‘ ’ ) ‘:
; - N M te < - ’
PN [ - - N h - .
Soae - L . i Lo, y .
N J“ * ’ “* '»‘ ‘: ) AL Y ) : ! i ) . Y i ‘. . * “ +




-\ Chila 14, - ° .o o " . Birthdate: 9/19/72 -

Admitted: 1/76. = - s ST .
' T . . - . . ., . .
1 N . . T R e » vt R . - Ve s »‘\ . s , T LW
. Reason for Admission: General developmental lags. . . L
R \ L ) " Unclear speech when éxc1ted Y
-, Cw o Hzghly ailergzc . R ",
IR Classroom ObSEIVEtlons 1976 L e ) K
31'; A . - Gross Motor Skxlls- When adm1tted to program, mator skills were far below .
. , ‘age’level. He would nmot attempt' motor eqiipment and was reluctart to mdve. By '
Vo “ - end of year, improvemént in skllls and partlculariy w1111nqness to try. ‘Remains .

an area of,cencern.

. .
. > . .

- ‘Pine Motor 'Skills: Have been at age-appropriate. level.

e ) Language Upon adm1sszbn, had d1fchu1ty understandlng verbal directlons. 3
Now both recept1ve and expressive Ianguage are age-appropriate.

c General LearnxngﬁSkxlls Upon adm1sszon seemed to have trouble rega1h1ng -
’ concentration' when didtracted. Now appears to have age~appropriate learning
skill, although his overall slow tempo seems to 11m1t the number and variety
-of hzs activities. ' . ) .

1 M " K . -

-

N Audatory, V1sua1 and PhySlcal -System: “Questions about all areas at first.
Currently no apparent auditory problems althéugh his way of ndv;ng amd approach-
_‘ing thlngs leads to questions about V1sual-motor skllls..* .

Emotional DeVeIopment Generally at age-appropr1ate level, although over-
cautiotsness, lack of rxsk-taklng ahd tight control on himself suggest possxhle v
concerns. * . , .

. v . .

-

N

- Social Behavior with Peers: Age-appropriate.* 0

oo L - with Adults: Age-appropriate. . .
: with Parent. Rge-approprlate. -7 .
' . Conceptual 6eVEImeént- At age-appropriate level. ' B ' .
T 'Tes;'Performance . _” - . L
. étnnfbrd-sinet: ‘,He, at 3 yeaxs,: 8 months, is perfornzng at a mental -age
L .. B ! of 5 years, 1 menth. His strengths are in' language and .
) ' conceptual development. When he was 3 years, 4 months,
- be was performing‘at a mental .age of ‘4 years, 3 months, indicating a growth of
lo-nonths in 4 months time. - . ) ' _: ' .
s , Geseil Developnental: First examination was given February 9, 1976 )
: * *% '+ Chronological age: 3 years 4 months -
- : .Developméntal age: - 3 to 3% years. '
Youngest develdpuent was seen in the® gross motor areas and there_ was quite & span
of ages (25 to' 45 years). N . .
. S s ., - Second examination vas given Hay,lj, 1976.
L ,2" o _— Chronological age: 3 yedrs 8 ménths. .
N _— L Devtlopiental age: 3 years 6 (+) months ) .
. | -His overall performance is bqsically in-keeping with his chronological age. At -
~ . 3 years 8 months of.age, his' dgvélopmant is golid at 3% with.good movement toward’

'[:R\f: 4 yelr»behavior. There is not as much scatter within the exam as’ seen earlier, -

~ L]

. .
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,.Thild 25 L A O Birthﬁate:. 13N
Adfitted: 9/74 A R — ..
. Loty ° * e * A 4 b e .

-Reason for Admission°- szlon problem-strabismusw glasses since .age .
c. _ "+t 1. Severe temper tantrums,’ inflex&ble, stuBBorn. '

[y

.

. .
[N )
‘. [ 4 N .

D CJassroom Observations 1975+176. ‘\L ' ' .

> . [ . M -

. . Gross Motor’ Sk111s. Have beeri age-apprOpriate éll year. ’ RGN .
- .' Fine Motor Sk111s. Have beern age-apprqpr;ate all year. T T
s v EEEﬂBéﬁEf In the fall had -lags in recept1ve language’. Now is more w1111hg to,
‘ follow digections, but when agitated requires single clear Hirections.' Comprehens19n
-~- is now age- appropr1ate. In the fall had difficulty finding words-to express and des-

cribe desires and needs wh;ch led to frequent temper tantrums. Production is new age-
approprzate. . . -

Genéral Learn1ng Skills: In the fall had- 1ags in ahility to.work in same area
as other children, could not share space or materials, had conflicts pver organlza-
tion of.play and was eastly frustrated. Sk111s are now age-appropriate, but.when
‘she is upset they reqress.‘ '

Auditory, Visual and Physical sttems. In the- fall appeared'to have ‘auditory -
problems as seeh by poor receptive language. Now there are no apparent auditory or.
physical problems. Has 'been strabismic since b1rth and has had an operation recent-

~ ly. Eyes n0w appear stra1ght but ‘'she does not’ appear to be using them together.-

Emot1ona1 Development In the fall® had frequent temper tantrums, low toler-
ance of frustrationm and a poor self-image. - Now there are fewer tantrums and she has
increased tolerance of frustrat1on. She remains anxious and negative. . Ce

Social Behav:.or with Peers> In the fall had diff:.culty sharing and tak:mg Aurns.
\ Di@ not enjoy large graup activity. Now shows imprdved interaction but is aggressive
< when upset and-at times has dszzculty acaepting ideas and alternatzves of others.
Not at age-appropriate level.
with Adulgs- In the fhl!&becane upset with adult input unless
. © it .had beén requested. Now shows aqe-appropriate interaction'when she initiates it
. and .is not upset. »
» wAth Parent-r In the fall could not accept mother s input if it
had not been requested. Interaction is how agewapproprxate. v '

.

Conceptual Dev g}ogment. Has- had d1ff1cu1ty all year with preposztions and te-
sponding to things in terms of relatzonshxps, but has shown scme improvement over
the year.‘ . . . :

Test Perfotmance . o . .

. . Stanford-Binet: . She, at 4 years, 20 months, "is performing at a mental age of
' . . o 4 years, 1l months, placing her in an average range of ability.
o ) Last year, at 3 years, 10 months, she scqred 4 years, 3 months.

) - ‘ Gesell Developmental: First examination was given May 19, 1975.
Chronol®vgical age: 3 years 10 months.
Develdbmental age: 3k ydurs
She was functioning at a good 3% year level movifig toward 4 years. Her responses
- were in keeping with her developmental age. ‘ o

v [

. o Second examination was given May 5, 1976.
C - . . Chronological age: 4 years 10 months. ‘
. . s Developmental age: 4 years 6 months.

. . There is a slight differenté betwean her developmental and chronological ages, how-

- <7 . evexr, ih general they remain within the’ same leVel. Some difficulty in visual motor
- areas was exhibited. . ’ <

}[Kc S 47
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PARENTS' PERCEPTION OF

THEIR PRESCHOOL CHILD
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..C. Effects of Preschool- oh Rpfgn;é and Their Pérceptions
of Their Preschool Children (1975-76)

3

. & , . -

‘, . Related to: - .- .

.“objeétive 1l: To give mothers insights into basic'{earning
: pattern that are unique to6 their children there~-
by improving the child--mother relationships

" and possibly diminishing learning disabilities.

Objectiye‘Z: To help the thild and his mqther become aware

. of both ‘his motivation and his sensory processing. -

-~

v

Objective 4: To develop a continuous evaluation procéss,for

.

- z

purposes of research and demonstratiopl

.
-

Objective 6: . . . to document measurable gains in the -

-

-

mother's child-rearing techniques.

*
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At the beg1nn1ng pf the 1975~ 1976 school year, parents of Cheshire Pre-
. -school children and parents w1th‘dh11dren in a nearby‘pr1vate>nursery school
filled out the sape\questxonnalre zegardzng'the1r perCeptzon of their preschool
LY children and their feellngs and attitudes toward their childken. . The two groups
of ch11dr€n were the same age (4.69 for Pregchodl and 4.60 for nursery .as of-May,
1976¥ but they-differed in that the Chesh1re Preschool group had been identified
' ast hav1ng "potential learning d1sabr11t1es due td a variety of reasons, while
the comparison children had not peen 1dent1f1ed as showxng serious developmental
problems. The results of the initial (October, 1975) comparison of.the two groups
have been described in the report: "Parent's Perception of Their Preschool-Child:
Highland School vs. Private Nursery School" (Corsini and Rothschild, 1975). The
results of the follow-up comparison, as well as the differences between the initial
and follow-up comparisons, have been discusséd in the report: "Parent's Perception
. of The1r Preschool Child: Chesh1re Preschool vs. Private Nursery School, End of
Year Compar1son" (Corsini and Rothschild. 1976) * The findings from the follow-up
compar1son and the differences between the two comparisons are summarzzed below.
Both initial and follow-up reports are available from the Preschoql. A copy of
T, the questionnaire is‘found in the Appendix. . ’

-

Ability Comparisons - Section I

v

In Section I of the questionnaire parents were asked to rate their children
on 30 ab1l1t1es in the areas of fine motor, gross motor, language and social skills.
Parents marked whether they judged their children to be "Poorer Than," "About the '
Same." or "Better Than" other children of the same age on each ability. A Chi-
SQquare analysis was used to assess the probability that the two groups of parents
used the categories with equal frequency. For purposes of the Chi-Square analysis,
i the categories "About the Same" and "Better Than" were combined and contrasted with
. the category "Poorer Than".

Language Problems

Significant differences between the Cheshire Preschool group and the nursery
school group in the area of language were demonstrated at both pre and post testing,
periods as reflected by the items: clarity of speech, ambunt of speech and com-
plesity of speech. However, the level of significance of the difference on each
"item decreased between the Fall and Spring. For example, 63% of the Cheshire Pre- :
school parents rated their children as poorer in ‘speech clarity. in the Fall; but
only 42% did so in .the Sprlng. Similarly, 40% of the Preschool parents rated their
ch11dren as poorer in speech complexity in the Fall; 'but only 12% did so'in the Spring.
While problems with language skill significantly d1fferent1ate the two groups of
children, over the year the differences have become less dramatic and indicate that
the Cheshire Preschool children are now more often considered to be within the normal
range than they had been in the Fall, .

.

Fine Motor Problems e

-

In the Fall two items, Drawing Abxixty and the’ Use of Penc1ls/Crayons, sxg-
-nificantly d1fferent1ated the two groups in favor of the nursery school group. 1In
the Spring survey the two groups.were not rated differently on these itéms. Thus,
N *in the Spring the Cheshire Preschool and nursery school children were no 1ong.x
' different in the finé motor behaviors assessed by these two items. -

\




) . o v :
o
-34- - _ .
i
- ¢ Y ’ -‘ l

Complex Motor Abilities

-

3

In the Fall three items concerned With gross motor skills differentiated )
? - ' the two groups: Coordination, Throwmng Ability and Catching Ability. 1In the
.Spring the difference on two of the abilities, throwing and catching, was no long-
er significant, but the differenc¢e in coordination remained significant. In addi- ' .
tion, the Spring difference between the two groups on balance was significant.
Thus, over the year there was no change in the degree to which the groups were
differentiated by more frequent ratings of poorer on complex motot skills. However,
. there were no differences between t e groups on simple gross motor skills (e:g..
walking - and running). . ) ‘.

Social BehaVior

»

In the Fall survey significant differences ‘between the groups were obtaln&f
on two social behavior items: ‘ability to get along with other children, and' abjlity -
te take turns and share with other chjldren. In the Spring the difference between
the two 'groups in ability to get along with other children was no. longer significant
However, the difference between the groups in ability to 'take turns and share remain-
N " ed s1gnificant but rthe data indicated that both groups of children made positive
gains on this item. . .

. ' :

Other Items : v
On the ability to follow directions there was a significant aifference between
theﬁ groups in the Fall that was not found in the Sprmg. . . )

Differences in Vision were seen at both times indicating a highen'frequency of
vision problems in the Preschool group than. in the private nursery group.

P

4
..

. New Items on SpranggQuestionnaire :

2 -

Three new items were added t6 Section 1 for the Spring survey and the Cheshire
Preschool children were rated as poorer nore frequently than were nursery school .
children on all tfiree: ability to persist after initial failure; ability to plan
ahead; and ability to. concentrate.-. Because these ‘items reflect abilities that are
important in the academie learning s1tuations, they will be included in future eval- .
uations. . . - . . '

< .

Pre-Post Comparisons - Section I

. ' Chi-Square analyses comparing Fall and Spring ratings were also performed for
each group separately. For the nursery school group more 6f the changes between Fall
and Spring were significant, but -the change on ability to play cooperatively with.

_others approached significance. Fewer children were rated as poorer on this ability
in the Spring than in the Fall = a change that is generally desired as & functioii of -
conventional nirsexry school expérience. 4

°
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0 , . .
For the Cheshire Preschool group only two of the Fall/Spring .comparisons

‘s were s1gn1f1cant. There was a s1gn1f1cant chanqe in parents' perception of their
‘children®s speech complexity, with fewer parents judging this ability "poorer"

in the Spring. than in the Fall. Eating habits also reflected a significant
Fall/Spring chande, with the Preschool children showing improvement. The change ,

on ‘this item may indicate that the Preschool staff's informal concern with proper

. child nutxit1on has had positive effeets. - * '
» . . ; . 4

Indicqt1ons of Dramatic Change - Section I *

.

P

""
On the Spring quest1onna1re parents were asked to place a star beside those
items ‘on which they had seen "dramatic positive changé over the last 6 months".
This procedure was used because it was possible for changes te have occure€d in .
some children without that change placing them within the normal ringe on a spgecific
ability. The tyo groups were ¢ompared on the number of items for whi&h dramatic
positive changes had been noted. Secverdl nursery schdol parents starred no items, A
- and it was not clear whether this omission "indicated that no abilities had changed
dramatically or that the parent had failed to follow the direc¢tions. Therefore,
only 25 of the 39 nursery school protocols were "used for this comparison. .

\
-

The Chi—quare anialysis comparing the numbexr of Cheshire Preschool parents who
reported 5 or more dramatic changes with the number of nursery school parents who
reported 5 or more dramatic changes, was significant. Over two~thirds of the’ Ches-
hire Preschool parents, compared with one-third of the nursery school parents, re-
ported dramatic changes in 5 or more abilities in Section I. This finding is a
strong indication that the Cheshire Preschool program has been effective in its -
intervention with these children who were identified as hav1ng potential learning . .

* - disabilities. . - .- .

-
' ' P -

Summary of Section I

r

As a group, the Cheshxre Preschool children were more frequently rated by
their parents as poorer than normal on the abilities listed i Section I of the
questionnaire. However, oyer the year there were changes which indicated that the.

. Chesh1re Preschool program has had a ppsitive effect on these children with poten-
tial learning disabilities. 'One demonstration of the program's effectiveness is the '
fact that significant differences between. the ratings of Cheshire Prescliool and
nursery school children wgre found on only -6 of 27 abilities jn the Spring, com~
pared to 11 of 27 abilities in the Fall. A second indicator is that the Cheshire

" Preschool parents reported a significantly hxgher frequency of "dramatic positive
‘change" than did the comparison parents. 5 , - .

e
' X -

The pattern of ab111t1es which.’indicated ;1gn1f1cant differences between the. -
two groups changed between the Fall & Sprxng sﬁrveys. Cheshire Preschool children
N\ showed the most dramatic change in language, fihe motor and social skills; and ’
. 'theée changes were all in the positive dxrect1on. In areas where there had been _ |
signxflcant differences between the two groups xn\the Fall, there were no large
. signifzcant d1fferences in the Spr1ng. .

Al v v
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Both groups, of. parents noted dramat1c positive changes in their children .o
in the peer soczalxzat1on and in concentration and pers1stance. THe nursery '
school parents noted. dramatic changes mofe fregquently than the Cheshire Preschool
. parentg in pencil/crayon use and drawing. This. différence probab1y~ref1ects a
‘ relathely greater emphasis on these skllls in the nursefy school as compared with e
, the Cheshire’ Preschobl. ' ~ .

. \.\ . ' ae 1
S1gn1f1cant positive changes did not occur in the Cheshire Preschool gzoup

in the abilities grouped under complex motor sk111s (e.qg. cookd1nat1on and balanée),

1nd1cat1ng a need for the Preschool to peconslder its activities and concéntrat1on

in this area. However, taken as a whole the pattern of changes in ‘the ab111t1es

., listed in Section I~1nd1cate that the Cheshire, Preschool program has had a s1gn1-

ficant positive lmput on 1ts children. - . “ e

[ . N

. k]
o . 4 - »

\\\ Behavior Ratings of More/Equal/Less - Section {I ' ‘\

/A ° "~

3 . \ by
;D Sect1on\}i’of the quest1onna1re asked parents to rate whether their ch11dr@n
owed particular behaviors with more,, equal, or less’ freqnency-as,compared to the
.Jparents' conceptlon of whatis true for the average child of a srmliar age. Section
II was expanded from 10 to 21 items in the Sprlng.survey. v ¢.
\ : . v

.. F o Compar1son Between Groups ‘Fall/Spring on 8 0r1g1na1 Itens

f *

. ° T

" In the Fall the-two groups of children had been signiYicantly different,.by .
N " parent report, on 6 of 8 items. In the Spring the two ‘groups differed s1gn1f1cant—
* ly on only 2 of the 8 or1g1na1 items.' Cheshire Preschool children continued to’be

,/more frequently rated as having less mature behavior and more temper tantrums than -
,average. However, ratings on crying, immature behavuor, question ask;ng and general
happ1ness were no’ longez significantly different for the two groups. The overall ‘

« decrease in the number of items which differentiate the two groups can 'be cons1dered
a.general indication of Preschool program effect1venessp‘* '

N B
. [
4 -

Compar1son Between Groups 13 New, Items

a

:On four of the 13 new items there were sigpificarmt differences between the
twd groups and d1fferences tending tdward significance (p>. 10) on 3 more jtems.. , |
" These items can be grouped into two clusters similar to those ‘described by Behan
& Springfield (1974)1lin their report on the dimensions which d1fferent1ated‘normal
. from abnormal preschool children. The items restlessness, fussiness, moddiness
e . and'worry1ng refléct the "Anxious Fearful"factor. The items fighting), consider- N
) " ation for others and assertiveness reflect .the "Hostile - Aggression" factor.
~While it 'is not poss1b1e, from the present data, to deferentiate whether. the Ches- -
hire Prescheol children as a greup have overrvthe year betome less deviant in’ re= .
lation to a nornal comparison grodp, the data irndicate that the Cheshire PreSchool
.children do-have character1st1cs which have been described in the literature as

‘ being typical of, deviant preschool children. Subsequent evaluations may determine
_ lBehar, L. & Spr1ngf1e1d, S. A behavior ratxng scale for the preschool child .
Developmental P;ychology. 10, 601~610. T e . .

K . - -
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the degree to which changes on these characteristics may result from program .
- participation. . . .
arrtlClp ) \

. " Attitudes & Feelings. About Children - Section III -

Sgctioq III of the qu;stionnaiie%pfesentgd questions concerning the md%hqrs'
attitudes and feelings about her child'and her child's schooling. The Spring . :
questionnaire ¢ontained the original 28 items and 7 additiqnal items. This
narrative describes the broad areas in which changes in Cheshire Preschool mothers

have been seén. ) ‘ , ) L
\‘ - ot ‘{ .

!

Undéfétanding & Acceptance 'of Their Childrén

“ o . Y
In the'Fall Cheshire Preschool mothers indicated a'greater degree of confusion
and uncertainty aboyt their children than did the nursery school mothérs. 1In the o
Spring survey the Cheshire Preschool mothers showed increased understanding and
acceptance of *their children. On the item, "how well do you feel you understand
:’your child?" Cheshire Preschool riothers indicated significantly less understandiig
‘than did the comparison mothers. The Preschool mothers showed a significant Fall/
Spring change in the direction of increased understapding; arnd the Spring ‘compari-

- 'son indicated that the differences between the two groups was no longer significant.
The ifem "how well do you feel your husband undersbands your: child?" showed a similar
pa?te?ﬁ of changes. T ' T . SR ) *

- . 5 . 4 \- . . ” i
- Two items, cohcerned with how often mdthers worry about what relatives and other

. adylts think about /their children and how often mothers feel isolated from other
- plople because of their children showed similar patterns of changes, Cheshire Pre-

. school parents indicated increasgd acceptance of‘ their children's behavior*and a.

reduced feeling of social isolation. While the Preschool mothers were significantly "

*different from the nursery school mothers in the Fall, there ‘was no differenceé be-

tween them in the Spring; and the Cheshire Preschool group changed significantly from
the Fall to the Spring. T :

N . K s ‘« yd ‘ i v 'I'
Concern for Child's Future S : . i

- . : . 1
In both Fall and Spring comparisons the.Cheshire Preschbcl’mothers, as compared

to the nursery school mothers, showed greater concern about their children%s future -
“development as seen on-three separate questions. ‘There were no changes in the Pre-
s8c¢hool mothers' resporises from Fall to Sprind in terms of "the degree of their concern
about their children's future development. In light of the fact that many of the
Cheshire Preschool children continue to have serious problems which affect many as—
pects of development, these findings ‘that Cheshire Preschool mothers are more’ concern-
ed about their children's future, are not surprising.. o Ve '

. + . ', . - N - » * a 'V:
Feelings of Adequacy as a Mother - . K . 0 //

8 .o i e '
In the Fall Cheshire Preschool mothers were significantly different from hQ;ééty'
school mothers on two items which -indicated that the Preschool mothers were feeling
fnadequate as mothers and enjoying mothering less than the comparison mothers. These
items were concerned with how mqshxfun the mothers -had with thqi;~childrenﬁand how

o . - ¢

i
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successful they had "been in meeting th81r chlldren"s needs. By the Spring
comparison, the;e were no differerces between the two groups on these. items,
Mogeover, Preschool mother$' feelings of - success in meeting the children's -
" needs changed slgn;flcantly from Fall to Spring.‘ Thig item demonstrates that
the Cheshire Preschool program fas had a dramatic impact on the mcdthers 1n terms
of their perceived effectlveness in meet1n9 their chlldren 5 needs.*

T

However, in the- Sprlng the Cheshlre Preschool mqthers stilY dlffered signi=
flcantly from -the mursery scheol mothers in the1r gonfidence in their ability to
give their children what they need. Both groups becane mere confident over the
year, and-the Preschool nothers wete'significantly more confident than they "had ,
been in the Fall; but the difference between the groups remained 51gn1f1can!

1

1

Similarly, both groups changed positively from Fall to- Sprlng on gquestions"
pertaining to the frequency of feel1ng angry and frustrated with their ch1ldren.

>

Cnanges it Husbandsl . - ) , .

In both the Fall and the Spring, about 25% of the Creshixe. Preschool mothers,
compared to 10% of the nursery school mothers, reported that they seldom or only -
sometimes agree with their husbands concerning their:children, a margidally sig-
nificant difference. "However, both groups 1nd1cated'that husbands degree of -

\\umderstand1ng of the child’ had ircreased oyer the .Year. -

Helpfulness of Profe851onals 3 - . - .

. -~ . - 2
< . . [] .

. [}

In both Fall and Spring the Cheshire Preschodl mothers found: significantly .
moré than the-nursery school ‘mothers, that-professionals had been of help  in under- -
standing thelr'chlldr . Negrly- 90% of the Cheshire Preschool mothers found -that )
,profe551onals/had b Guite or very helpful on.both surveys. Thus, the Cheshire -
Preschool moté:gs‘ contact with professionals in the preschool-progran appears to
be helpful to * - . .

) SR e S LT . : -

Hew tens’ ’ ) - L

e ’ ‘ ' - ' :

./ Two of the new items concerned the 'importance <f the physicail envxronnent for
ehlidren s. learning, 3 basic concept of the Cheshire Preschool progxam. Qp these
items, related to the arrangement of the child's .and the home en?zronment,
Cheshire Preschool mothers indicated significantly re awareness, “than dld jnursery

. "school mothers, of the’ importance of the physical environment in childréen's learnxng.

Bath groups of.'mothers feit that thefi chlldren had been affected by preschool )
experience, but the Cheshire Prgschool group chose the category . "very much” signifi-
cantly mor2 often than the ¢omparison mothcrs. aAnother sigmificant difference be-
tween the; two groups was in the degree to which mothers !elt that the? themselves _
had beert affected by their child en's preschool experlence - with the Cheshire Pre= - -°

. ‘8chool mothers feelxng more af ed by their children' s preschool than did the
o nursery sc%ool mothers. Thus, thé Cheshire Preschool program, as peréeived by the
‘mothers, appears to have had a significant positivé impact.on both the children and.
the mothers, Hhvgverb there was no differemce between the 'two groups tn the degree --
.. to which the Preschaol program had affected the fatkers. Increasing father xnvo}ve-
ment ie a major goal of the 1876-77 Cheshi:e Preschool program

c oA

»

k)

.. . >
.- . + . .
> - R

L e, ¥ Ir is important .o rea11zo that the: parents and the>consultants work very
closely'together, which is one of the unigue taatures * of the Preschool program. ‘

Tl L 5.) T '
°- . ~ ° ‘ \
- N . . ri. .« . . R . L ,
N . . .
. . . . . -
“— T . M . - .
. - .
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The £inal two 1tems on the Questnonnalre, "to what degree have you been

surprised at your child's growth this year? "and "How much have you as a person

L . cbanged for the better in the last six months?" both indicated sxgnxfxcant dif-
) fetences between the two groups of mothers. Both items réflect the dramatic im-.
“pact the Cheshire Preschool program has had on both these children with potentlal

learning problems and the mothers of these. children. ; . .

_/—. v ) B . ) . . _;t
School Pelated Item . ) . . . -] -

3

Thewtdo groups of mothers did not” differ on any of the schoolrrelated items
at either survey period. Two itens, concerned with how handxcapped children .
Lt shonld be treated in school and their effec&s on other chlldren, showed that a \\\<\
majority of all the parents were strongly in favor of "mainstreéaming"«the inclu-
sxon of handicapped children within the mainstream of the educational system

- Moreover, both groups of parents indicated that they were 1nterested in what
happens to. their cnildren within the school system, that.they felt they could
play an active role' :in shaping that .educational experience, and they were willing
to supvbrt efforts to rmintain quality education. Both groups of parents appear
‘to perceive schocl to be ah open and responslve system to which they have access. ~ .

[y
A

Semmarz_of Section-III . ' . J T

' -

It 1s in this section“of the quest;onnaxre that the impact of the '‘Cheshire
e Prescpool program on the mothers can bé most dranat;cally seen. - In the Fall these
mothers, as compared to a contrast group of mothers of "normal" preschool children,
were morg ¢onfused by théir children and were feeling socidlly isolated because of
then, - However,. analysis of the Spring questionndires shows that the Cheshire Pre-

" school nothers have made sxgnxf;cant gains in their ability. to understand and accept °
their chxldren. while the mothers. 38s a group are still more concerned about the
future development of their children, as compared to the contrast group, their
feellngs of adeqpacy as mothers have changed slgn1f1cant1y. The Cheshire Preschool '
mothers hawve changed from feeling 1nadequate and flndlng very little enjoyment in
mothering to actively enJoylng and feeling in gontrol im the motherxng role. The

™ ' " mothers have learned strafegies to use the environment and their skllls to foster

“ “their children's developmernt, Thus, the Cheshire Preschool program can ‘be seen not
only in the childten but also in the mothers of those chlldren. While the mother
changes can be considered partxally responsible for the posxtlve child changes and -
the child changes as partially.respofisible €or the positive mother ‘changes, the- two <
sets of .changes cannot be" separated. The fact that the changes in both the ch11dren.
and the mothers, one so 1nterrelated, is a clear indication of how and why the’ 3
Cheshlre Preschool program is a successful mother-chlld program.

»
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Objective 1: . . .'and possibly againishinq,learning
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oo . - .. disabilities. _ e
* "~ Objective 6: To document gains in ‘adaptability, reduction *
of stress and improvement in cognitive functioning

, . of the child. . . . N




SYStem was investzgated by 1nterview1ng the1r current teachers, tﬂeir mothers,

'

school socz;l worker, deVelopmental examxners, speech therap1sts, tutors and

any other relevant personnel. ' <o -

' Table IV-B présents a summary of the handzcapplng conditxons of the

27 preschool graduates who are st111 in the Cheshire schools.u

. %
' . ,
* . - «

. Table IV—C‘sﬁhmariZes:the results of inforﬁal interviews of the Children's

-

CurrentAschool teachers. ,(A copy of the interview 1s in,Append1x)a Only 22!

of these ch;ldren were judged "belov average in academie pérformance, and 19&
‘ of ‘these ehrldren wére judged. "below average" in social behaV1or.- Thus, the

‘ .

. mayo:xty of the preschooL graduates are functlonlng welx in their classrooms
. ~a L;
- - , N .' F‘._\ . . . . . ; ?..‘ .
In,addxtxon,nthe sdpportzve,servxces thege graduates reQulre are - -2
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. TABLE IV - B

. l
- s .

Summary of Handicapp1ng Conaitions
of Preschool Gragduates Still ’
in Cheshize )

.

Major Problem

, Medical Problems -
¢ (before-or after birth)

’

‘Lanéﬁagexbelay R

Emotional Problems

v

Generxal De&elpﬁhental.ne;ay'

Perceptual Problems-

12

In mahy xnstances cﬁildren were admxtted to the program\forvsevera1\<
. reasons: :

~ N L N R . b
- . S,

- - 1
1

’S ch1ldren with medical problems also had 1&nguage delay.
1 chzld with medlcal proplems aIso had emotional problemg.
"1 chll&rwlth‘perceptual4problems also had emotional préblems.

'

‘“1 chud thh ianguaqe delay also had qefneraa developme.ntal 1ags.

—

3 ch11drensals¢ had a fam;ly hlstory of’lbarning disabilitiesq
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Summary Data From Teachers' Reports on Progress of Preschool Graduates. .
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« . N . . . .
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' ‘Breakiown of Servieesﬂ(Table IV-D presents a graph of this information)

o -44- .
r .".‘ -‘*\ < R -
) i Preschool Graduates Receiving Servlces
. 1975-1976 ‘ T '
= . . ) i ] //
School social worker, speech therapists, developmental examiners and .- - .,

perceptual tutors in all the elementary ‘schools in Cheshire, as well as the ;

children's classroom teachers, were contacted to, qdentify the Preschool grad-

uvates currently recelvlﬂg serV1ces and the nature of the serv1ces proV1ded. I
Of the 27 children still in the Cheshire school system, 11 receive no * )

services at all. The remaining 16.children' feceive services, but they are .

all in the maifistream of school. While it is difficult to say how many of

'these children would have been placed outside the school 'system had they not

been in the Preschool, it 1s probBable that several would have been candldates

for outside placement.

Pl

Apeech Therapy Based on Stanford-alnet and Gesell testing, teacher's -

. observations, .outside profess1onal diagnosis and/ parent reports, 18 of the 27

children had significant speech problems when they entered the Preschool.. Of
these 18, 10 are currently receiving spee%h therapy. The preschool graduates
have been descrabed by one of the speech therapists as having more severe speech
and language problems than most of.the other children being tutored; they .will
probably receive speech therapy longer than other children will. However, all *
these preschool graduates’'arxe making progress. ‘ ‘

» N '

Perceptual Tutoring: \ Again, based on Binet and Gesell testing, teacher's
observations,. outside professional diagnhosis and parental reports, 20 of the 27

" children had neurological and physielogical perceptual needs. Of these 20

h

children, 3 currently receive perceptual tutoring and .4 children with severe
organic problems havé aides who provide perceptual training. These 4 _children
all received outside d1agnoses of their problems {cerebral palsy, autlsm, hypex-
act1v1ty and hehrzhg loss)  and- they probably would have been placed outside the
school system had the supportxve services not been available. -,

v

Emot1onal Problems* Upon" admission to the preschool 7 children had emo- '
tional problems (also based on testing, teachers, outside professionals and
parents). - Only one: o§ the chlldren is currently rece1v1nq.services because, of
emotional needs. R R S . \

f . - 1
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Interviews of the Mothers of Preschool Graduates. ’
Related to: - s
- ' . Objective 1: To give mothefs insight’ into basic learning
. s - patterns that are unique to their children
b ’ . .
, thereby improving the child-mother relation-
. . ships and possibly diminishipg‘learning dis-
: abilities. L
Objective 6: To document gains in adaptability, reduction
of stress and improvement in cognitive function=
. ing of the child; and to document measurable
-~ .
' ’ gains in the mother's child-rearing techniques
) '-. [ . ‘ . . l .
- . ! -, .r‘{’* s ‘ ’ .
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S Summary of Analysis of Mother Interviews.

¥ 8

R . d )

Parents of children who had graduat;h from the preschool during its
first three years were interviewed in order to obtainh descrzptlve informa- .
tion on how participants in the preschool felt they had been affected by
their experience.in the presé¢hool. Aall parents st£ill living in Cheshire, ' .
with the exception of three mothers who were exc;uded because of very poor '
attendance or emotional problems, were contacted. Of the 24. parents contact-

‘ed, 22 were interviewed. One mother was not interviewed because of4schedul-
ing problems and another failed to keep several appointments. Twq mothers
had had two children in the program. The féllowing report summarizes the

' major £indings from the interviews of 22.mothers and includes 24 chxldren.

Interviews took place in November and Deqember, 1975 and January and February,

1976; and all wére conducted .in the school 1n which tie pteschool program is

held. - - . . ’

[ . -

-,

The 1nterv1ew was des1qned to cover all aspects'of the preschool program
and was dxv1ded into eight sections: Past History; Child's Current Status;
Descr1pt1on of Child's Participation’ in the Program; Changes 1n Mother's Be- .
havior; Influence of Otlrer Mothers, Meetings, etc.; Husband and Program; -
Consultants; and Suggestions for Change in the Preschool. (A copy of the
Interview.is in the Appendix.) A complete analys1s of the responses of the
22 mothers on all questions has been prepared (Analysis of Mother Interviews
Rothschild, 1976), The following summary presents the h1gh119hts of the in- ,
“terview .analysis, The accompanylng data summary presents the .actual counts dn s
each question. - . )

¢ .

SUMMARY

- . .
14 .

In describing the history of the1r children and themselves before they came .
to the preschool the parents presented pictures of .preschool children with diverse
kinds of developmental problems. Over half the parents described negative effects
on the rest of the family of-either the children themselves or the 'parents' attempts
to deal successfully with the children. Some of the children could or would not
be left with babysitters or .required special arrangements in the1r daily lives.,

In other cases siblings were upset by the preschoolers or were neglected by the
parents who had.to spend more time with the child in need. Over half the preschool
children could not get along with other chlldren or adults. ’

<

-«

In attemptxng to "treat" or at least be more successful with their children,
most of the parents had consulted medical professxonals or educators; but in all -
cases these efforts.were not successful. ,Some parents felt that the professionals
did not +fully appreciate the extent of the children's needs and%the problems’ they
caused. Parents who did receive professional help because of .the severity of the
ch11dren s needs presented a picture of fragmentation of services with each pro-

. fessional treating only his or her specific area and neglecting the child as a whole
‘ind1vidua1. .In general, parents describeil themselves as desperate when they come to
the preschool ' . -

H

’ -




. -48- I . * ' ’

All" the parents saw that their children were greatly imprbved at the .

present time; howeVer, several children stildl had severe developmental needs

and over half required some type .of supportive services. All parents felt that .

4he preschool had been a posgitive experience for their children, part1cular1y

in the areas of.self-confldence, language, soc1al1zat1on and gross motor develop-
5;ment. Moreover, with only two exceptxons, all the children were described as

now being able to get along with other children. Parents were pleased with ) .

-

. the1r children's curfrent school exper1ences. L *x\\
’ ‘ '

- When asked to descrlbe how their children had changed over the course of K\
their preschool participation, most of the parents could not recall how or when |
the changes in behavior had occurred. Answers on this section of the interview ) |
were subjective d@nd highly individualized. The'case histories of individual
children present a more complete picture of the growth and change that occurred ,
during a ohild's preschool participation. One general finding concerned the
positive effects of the child's ‘changes on the rest of the family who were rore
relaxed and better able to communicate with, enjoy and be patient w1th these
chzldren with special needs. | Z

-

C e Rarents were much better able %to describe the .changes in themselves due to
their preschool experience. With éne excebtion, all the parents felt they 'had '.b
changed. Parents.most frequently described themselves as formerly being less .in-
sightful and patient with children, more nervous and depressed, less flexible and
harder on their children and less self-confldent and more concerned about the *
ep1n1ons of others. Over half the parents had felt isolated due to their worries . y
about and the behav1or of their preschool child. Parents generally felt that

+» their behavior with their other children had also been affected. Parents felt
they had become more relaxed, considerate and tolerant; they took more time to
talk and work or play with their children; and they were more sensitive to their
children's needs and better able to. deal with problems. when asked what spec1f1c
things they had learned from the preschool, parents- mentioned new ways to work
w1th‘ch1ldren, how to talk with children, more patience with children and-about
other people $ problems and att;tudes.' Few parents admitted to having reserva-
tions about the preschool before they became part of it. Moreover, they-were
unanimous in expressing their enjoyment of their preschool participation.

v te
r

N

The parents' meetings were one aspect of the preschool program that had
specific and major effects on the parents. All parents felt the meetings had .
been a positive influence on them. JIn particular, they mentioned the impoxtance
of other parents' friendshrp and support when they were upset, the comforting
effect of learning that others have similar or greater problems and the falue

- of suggest1ons and help of other parents when speciflc problems arose. Parents
said that they had attempted to~help others by giving advice based on their own
éxperiences or just belng there and listening. Over half the parents felt that
what happened in the meetings’ had pos;t1vely affected their behav1or in the

\classroom, v .

v




With regard to the participation of fathers, only about one~fourth had
" gome to preschool regularly although over half of the others had come a few ‘
times over the year. The majority of the fathers were described as enjoying
their'participation and feeling pqsitive about their children's participation.
Most of the.mothers felt that fathers had a pogsitive effect on the program and
that efforts should be made to involve them more closely in the preschool

Concerning the consultants, parents generally described their contacts with' ‘
the architect and optometr1st From the architect parents gained greater aware- »
ness of the effects of the environment and space on children and adults, more
understanding of thé"hyetcal needs of children, and suggestions about ways td .
modify their own homes to help their children. From the optometrist parents
gained insight into human development, help on how to spot possible perceptual -
problems, specific information about their own children's vision, and suggestions
on how to arrange lights and materials to promote better vision and perception.

Many of the parents‘had some ideas and suggestions about'wa}s to modify or .
improve specific aspects of the preschool. Many of the suggested ¢hanges have
already been made. Yet, in general, the parents felt positive about all aspects
of the preschool and grateful for the help and insights they had received. .Often
_ the parents expreéssed the feeling that they did not know where they or their
children would be at the present time had it not been fot.the preSchoel experience.

&
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Summary of Results of’Parent IntervieWS

4

On some guestions parents' responses fell ‘into more than

one category:. Thus, although the number of .paréents inter-
: V1ewea was 22 and included 24 children, the numbers of

reSponses on each item Go not’ always equal 22 or 24.

>

I. Past History ] ‘ ®

A. What ch11d was like before comlng to preschool

medical problems 8
delays in speéch developnent 6
behavior problems ) 4
fanily problems 2
no specific problem 4

1. Birth history, 1nfancy, etc. .

(see descriptive summary of characterlstlcs of preschool
’ program graduates)

serious trauma ‘ "12
ho prohlems | X 12

P

2.' Effects on rest of famlly .
none . ) 10
negative ) T 14

1)

5

Descriptions:

needed Spec1al arrangement

‘parents very' upset bv behavior
frustratlng to work and live with
siblings upset by child _

parents. could not leave child with s
spent less time with other children

°

Socializing _

with siblings - 20
with other children 12 12
with adults . . 13 . 11

K
- » »
'

B. How parents tr1ed to deal w1th Chlld s problems before
com1ng to preschool. v ’

Consult pedlatrlc1an, psychlatrlst other
medical professjionals

Speech program at§Southern Connectlcut State
College ‘ -

Regular nursery school : . T v

Just tried to cope 3s best as they coulo

‘ Were these.- sbILtlons" successful?

yes 0o~
_ho ° 24 -

Wl




. Past History (cont.)

C. How parents learpfd about the preschoal
1k

Ve
2
sent by. hlld guldance CllnlCS 2
31b11ng o | ‘2

.

Desc 1pt10ns~\
no serlous “problems - ' 10 (Note: ' two of these. children
o appear to have eiotional
. ¢ ) . problems. that their ﬁarents f
g 5 . did not mention) v
" no problems, but receive ” :
speech tutorlng
doing well, but requ1re
supportlve services
making progress, but
emotional problems
making progress, but still
_has lags e . .5

4

Influence of préscyool on child's‘behavior

- Increased self-confldence 10
Increased language and désxre

~to talk - 9
Experiences with group 51tuaumnm B’

Gains in gross motor abilities -7
Helped'child calm down ' . 2
Better able to accept change

and new situations 2
More open to things around them - 2

Better.prepared fo kindergarten 2
Needed/allffﬁéxextgg help and '
attention . - 2

Spec1a1 Serv1ces [ _ : -
(see summary of pregram graduates getting sevices)

‘. N S

None ’ ’ : ¢ i1 . . . .

Speech tutor;ng . .9 (4 of these recelve other
" serv1ceg as well) Lot

Perceptual or readlng tuteting - '3 S '

Aides”due t0 organic probilems 4

Therapy outside school B

68 -
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1II. Descrlptlon of Chlld's Part1c1pat10n in the Program .

Ceove Cow eS2= LT Y .
II. - What Child ig-Like Npw? (cont.) R st .
. M - . “u.‘ K . - . 4 .' - . s T - . “’ . g j, i
'.C, Socializing _ . - _ \f/t .- \
.o v weld  padly S oo LT
‘ ' " “",--". o, e e o Tt ,. T . o -

- with .siblings 2 s 1 - ‘ L
* .+ .+ ' with péers 21 2, . ' oo
(one did not answer) - .. ’," : . o
* D. Pzrent's attitu@toward chlla's cu,rrent school experlences
+ ; . / ~ . i ) ,‘ . -
pleased 23 - S e Tt
S not pleqsed 1 ST o . o
Descxlptlons" ".“-‘\ T ST ,
fedred enild, would have trouble , - - - . . 7,
ad3ust1ng, but.he/she dld not 3. T
parent wants to obgerve but is -:--' . n
staying\away . ' ) 2 )
preschool set.child back ip abllltyx . B
- 5 to cope with large groups.'. .1 e .
- ‘current nursery 'school 1s:slmi;ar L AL
to preschool - S A
= - prefers more large.motot act1v1t1es 1 . K
’ ,A( ! - ‘.) = | - - )\, - )
Yo \“ . b 4 -

(The -answers on most ‘of these questions werp subjective and could
‘not. be summarized.' These-" questlons which’ could be sumnarlzed -
are—dESCrlbed below.) ‘. ’

' .
>, ‘. R B 4 . s LR
.

B.. 2., Did child\act‘ditferent;y at schoo} than.at home?-! ~ | -
.t. ."yes‘ ‘ . | :ll - ,’ . " - - . ,. .‘F.‘ 'i\'
no . -9 ’ i ‘
.don't remember - 4 O )

{4

ﬂespriptions:, g o TN
s more qctxva at home " . 6
' ' ' . more actiwve at sohool 1 T
o more social at school. . 1 . . "
more- soc¢ial at qug 1 ' ’
"more independent ‘at "home _1

‘_41 Effects’ of sex of tcaéhér v -"' ‘ oo
B el B none BN - . § E Toe . g
. .male good for Chlld 6 v g ’ o
o - hav1ng both sexes - e
. - helps + vary progmm 1

"“'s » . - . < ,‘v. . - . ’ " I
\‘l‘ . -, - ~ e e s 69 - R .
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Déscrlptlon of Ch;ld's Partlclpatlon in the Program\icont ) -

“C. Bffbets en rest of famlly of changes in child's g&haV1or

- \
rd 1

- mo,. -5 . ‘ ", AN
yes ‘19,:’. - _ . g
" Destriptiansi - .-

. Wore relixed

4
< -better communication
‘with chiid~” . 8 .3
enjoy_child meore 3
more patient-with L .
chilg - o2
general pleased w1th . i
\ changes - 2™ -
realize need for \\\ _ A
. .phy51ca1 activities 1 ~
- - mother can get out 1 N
less frlghtengng at o :
home - . - 1
mixed effects ..~ 72
> K ; - , 4 - t
Changes ih Mother's Behaviors ' -, s N

’ IS
* -

‘;A. Do - YOu thlnk you have changed due to part1c1pat10n in theu
preschoal? ) - A : \

: I}? What were _you.lik before.. ,;r’////i//i T
. ’ — ; .

less 1n51ghtfu1 t‘<erant and patlent

\ﬁm\‘ w1th-ch11d:eé' 8 3
A \\\nervous,/d/pressed . 6 + [
less flexible, harder on chlldren , 5 y
ﬁ' ) concerﬁéd abﬁbt what’ gﬁhers would - . ‘ . -
SR * ..., think - ’ 4 e .
R ;less self confident * 3 ‘
I quiet, defensive about, ¢hildren .2 ) .
NN ©+ -didn't enjoy Qlder children as-much 2"
. . - frustrated T2
. spent Yeks time w1th children . ** 1 . _
° ‘didn't_ ll?y'other people's children 1
* ° didn't talk as .much o S | g
. : . .. .
z, ‘pld‘you feel 1solated? B . .
+ yes .13 T
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‘Changes in Mother s Behav1or§ (cont ) ‘ . : b

-

3. Changes in behav1or w1th other chlldren.
more relaxed 'con51derate, tolerant 7
. take more time for children, less , = .
. : for house&ork--talk with chlldren S <
i more =T 5 S
more sensitive to needs and better - ¢ -
able to deal with problems . .4, Py .
enjoy children more : 2 T
-get down to ochildren's level,
verbally and physically p
generall ositive gains -
let children do more creative
things at home ' .
work on specific skill ceveloprent‘
whole attitude change
'no changes o
not applicable

»

NN

lwcakapba

B. What parent-learned from participation. in program

new ways to work with children 17 e ~-
how to talk with children . 14 )
more patience with children ’ 6 .
about: other people S problems ) 4 ' P
N \ - other people's attitudes towards chil, 4 o
be oneself, say what ene feels 2
to like other people's children 2
how to change' the home .environment . 2
that others have similar problems 1
more tolerance for -other people s >
problems 1
more observant of children's
coordination 1
- . to sit down quietly with one's child 1

- P A1

C. Did program seem contrary to expecgtations

no " 1o .
. Yes 4 . " ~

Descriptions:

- thought it would.be a speech therapy

program ) 2
- room and,equipment.overwhelming i
surprlsed at 1mportance of mother's role 1




)
<
]
o ]
I
V.
.
3
\.
N~

‘C. 1.  vid you have resefvaciOHS_a; first? h T
v B « 3 - . - -‘)
: no 14 . .-
. yes 8 ’

s
. - % f

"Descriptions:

not strict enough : 2 . o
spent too much time w1th own :
. children ' 2 i ¢
" thoueht far‘miore serlously , ’ o
. handlcapped childreh 2. . . :
reservations about own - - e
abilities’ / 2
want more structure 1l .
didn't like use of flrst
names IR 1-

'

D. Did you 1like part1¢1pat1ng in the. program? ;

¢

- e . N - 1,e

yes 22 . : , ) ' ;'A"

no - 0,

Influence of mothers' meetings. X ' R

Positive

Ambivalgﬁt
Negative

Descriptions:

frlendshlp and sugport when upset. i7"': R
learn that others have similar, ’

21 ‘ . . B ‘
l_ _: - M A N *

- L] - »
N
¢ .o S . . .
<«

or ‘greater problems - 13 - L s
"suggestions and help wyith problems 12 a0 - T

.talk and

understand © children better -
others see thlngs in your child

1. Dld Y

plan for children .5 g
3 - . . ,
2, . . . ) .‘ )

v,

ou think the meetlngS‘would be
yes\t_ 11 - . - . R o
no 3 . N .. . -" '. . . ‘. .

. o * - N ”.“..'l' ‘ ‘
-didn't .. . - 3
know
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V. Influence of mothers? meetings. " (cont.)

€ o
- 2. what else did" you gain from mothers' meet1ngs’ B o,
.~* (This section has. been combined with a prev;cus one o ,

in the analy51s) : e t R

3. Feellngs about Workshops

pos;tlve 1

» riegative - .
ambiValent: -

- - . no answer .

HUrnono -
-
»

B. Did you thlnk you said thlngs to other mothers: that were
helpful? ) . ‘ . S
. .
hoped so 20. P ‘ : o .
no , 2 ‘ - .
o Déscriptionss S - "t '
ey -, .Ij.x \ %é’ N . K N ) N s . . . .
gave advicz based on experlence 7
can't say’ how ' 6 t,
being there and llstening 5 s
supportef ahd encouraged when o . -
they were upset . ' 2 - ‘ e

“

e

", C.- Was the relationship with’ other hothers helpful‘>
(Thisnggg;zon has been comblned:wlth a prev1ous one 'in ’
the a ysis) . - ) ) -

. *
. 1 < .

. l. Problems with mo;hers meefinés. ) )
: -, "pensonality'ckpshes .- & .. ' j oL T S
. - . igregular attendance 4 . . o T
. heed more’ structure ¢ ° 3 I ‘ : -

. »" -
- . . ..
a

» ‘2. 'Did mothers!.mektings affect behavior in the classroom? )

»”
4

yes 16 ' . - v : ,
. no 6 e o
. . 3 . .. .. -
‘ . . [ ’ , ’ .
’ . . .

-*VI. "Husband and Preschool

' & - L]
.
L] . - . .

A. How often did husband participate ‘ih preschool? Y
- . [ - [ad J

.
.. . ) »

, . .
- 0 . .
- «* . . v - A

. _ regalar, frequent, basis ~° ‘6 " . R

‘ ' ¢+ a few ftimes over the year 10 . . . ’ )
o . nome at all o " 6 .. . .
B,, How did husband ﬁeel when he came? ’ ! ' N

- ‘ )' - * DN , ’ . :'.‘ ’
o Liked ° 15' - T . .
pid not lJ.ke '{3 ‘
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Husband and Preschool ﬂcont ) . o L | .

€. _Husbands feellngs about Chlld's part1c1patlon. - .
P051t1ve‘ 17 L
Qualms at first . - . ,
* but charnged ;' - ) b
.Good for wife too 4 : . . .
Negative - g 3 . . . -
. i . ' . ‘ .7 3 ['4
D.. Commeqts about,participation of fathers in general.. ' .,
- Good . 13 S . : .
Kids liked 6 )
Would like.more, 3 ‘
Fatherd would feel )
self-conscious 4 ‘ ) : oo *
Not too important: I M - D
Consultants T ’ ’ ) N
A. Had personal contacts ) , B w

" B.

With architect - 6 . . . .

With optometrist 8 T RN
*With design and SETI ' !
materials: con- 5 ot . .
sultant ; 3 oo o
Effects of Congultants |, ] 3 ' )
AIChltect" ) '
awareness of effects of environment: _— ‘
and space on children and agults . f'; 30 -
understand physical needs of childrep -~ ,
: more ”, . 7 .
- " made modifications in own homes as a - . '
result . . 6 .
less concerned with neatness . . 4
' got chlld-312ed furniture ; e 2 .
Optometrlst° ‘ . . .
.imsights ‘intb. human develoément .1l ‘-
o lhdlcatléns 0of perceptual problems 8 ’
A Sp€C1flc infortation, about own—chlld' B
.. - &isdon -s 7. .
L how -to arrange llghts and materlals T ‘6 N .
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, VIII. Suggestions for change ‘ -
more structured act1v1t1es, espec1ally
in older group- "
get a developmental ped1atr1c1an as a
‘ consultant .
: . more follow through with parents of
* program graduates
. e speech therapy consultation
ter follow-up ‘on plans made
‘ too much contact with own parents, too
dependent
ways to involve fathers
*when kids are ‘ready, move them on - to
klndergarten
more music in program
baby51tt1ng services C . <
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. . Descriptioné of Other ‘Components of Preschool Program:.
‘ 1 , Tl L * s
1. The physical evaluation of the préschool classroom ..

2. Description of the‘matexiaIS'gesigned at the pfescﬁool;
¥

« N
-3.. Description of the workshops for preschool parents
A 1
Related to: A . B .
3 . ' . ', R k,
- ' . Objective 2: o help. the child and his mother become aware',
) . .of both his motjvation and his sensory processing. |

Objective 5: To redesign a Kindergarten room in-a newly-opened .

<
it N . .
. elementary school. ‘ L -
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The Preschool Classroom . - ' ‘

P '
. . N
v . .

b
+ »e

-

e . 'The preschool program began in a former k1ndergarten classroom in a
nearly new elementarY’school. “The " room containg over 1200 square feet and-
is’ essent1a11y one very large carpeted area, In .the years:it has been used

. by the preschool, a learning place for, young' children where parents and staff
' work together has been built. ' The drawings which follow this description re-
present the major changes. - o )

. Some prdblems with the space as:we found it were apparent even before the ‘ 1
i cH11dren arrived: L -

1. “rhe room as a whole and elements in it were out of scale. The built-
in cabinets were too high to work on. Even more important was the fact that
they prevented children from see1ng and using the important places where walls
join floor.ant wall.joins wall. Therefore, the cabinets were removed and stored.
-We replaced a small fract1on of them with a window seat that makes it possible for
b a young ch1ld to get to the w1ndow and look out. :

“

' The sheer size of the one cont1nuous space was another problem. . As a solu-
tion, the counter tops that were removed with the built-in cabinets became '“street
tables", useful both as space organizers, which subdivide the floor area, and also
.as work su;faces which children can approach from the. floor. .

4

“Finally, the cubby area was made into an observatlon room from which parents,
staff and visitors can see and discuss classroom activities. A small qu1et room"
for children was retained in the corner as an alternative to the large center space.

‘

) - 2. The super-market" 11ght1ng in’ the classroom was turned off. Uniform
. high—1ntens1ty overhead fluorescent lighting does not mod€el form well and its even
» distribution was considered a hindrancge to distractible children trying to focus
on a task. Therefore, we installed moveable hanging incandestent lamps which have
now been supplanted by a combination of track type ceiling ﬁlxtures and portable'’
crane lamps, of the type used on draftinq tables. .
‘\ These fixtures allew light to be focused*xn appropriate intens1ty where it
is n‘eded. Art activities, close-order tasks, block building areas, etc. are
well- -1it with light that casts shadows and models form. Combination incandescent
fXuorescent fixtures give good color renditien. Light is also diffused through
gauze Qr bounced off adjacent surfages when softer light is appropriate to the
children's play. The .overall effect.is warm and subdued and the children's response
.ato materials and equipment thus displayed reflects act1ve interest with conscious
. choice. , o . , ‘ o

- . » . . 4

r

‘Moreover, the natdral light, glaring in from the one large expanse of glass,
made se€ihg difficult. This glare problem is still not completely resolved. .
Teachets sometimes have.had tqQ resort to’pulllng the opaque drapes closed and us-
“ing only artifisial 11ght. Recently we have hung gauze curtains which have graded
density i.n%gasmg totvard the i’ugher brighter area of the window. Clear vision to

S

) -

-~ -

L , "
. L - .
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the landécape outdoors is retained glong the bottom edge. The effects of the
curtains’ are currently being ,evaluated. : .

]
3

From the time the first parents and children first arrived, the classroom
has continued to evolve. We believe that young children learn by moving and thus
the preschool classroom encourages active exploration. The'staff and parents
plan together so that the classroom presents an ordered environment which speaks
directly to the needs of individual parents and children and helps them grow. In
this process staff relies heavily on the preschool's consulting architect, optom-
etrist and materials specialist to evaluaté how the room is working and to imple-

ment change. ' . . ]

Fl

When a second Kindergarten room was -added to the preschool, the original-
preschool classroom became the space for the younger children ranging in age from
3 to 4. 1In order to particularize the room to the needs of this younger group we
did some additional work to bring down the .scale of the room and to handle a re-
current problem at the entrance.. . . o

» o, .

1. The ‘entrance to the classroom had no door and its five ‘foot width allewed

hallway activities to distract the children. It was -also difficult for some younger
hildren to remain in the room, especially when the mothers had }eft for their second

hour meetings. A door was ordered, but while waiting for delivery; we moved the
temple (a semi-enclosed wood structure with a “platform, four columns and a -roof) in-
to the entry way, as a temporary solution. The temple has remained there ever .
since because it makes entering and leaving the classroom a notable event and re-
minds‘chi;dren that they are leaving the classroom. The temple at the entrance also

serves as a transitional space between the hallway and the roomful of activity;‘p%p— .

mitting a child a more gradual entry into the room. .

~
-

The remaining architectural structures added to the room were-désigned to
solve several space-place problems. The first structure divided the wet play area
near the window from the remainder of the classroom. The top of this structure )
also screens some of the incoming glare and focuses visual attention to child-orient-
ed spaces below. The ‘lowered “ceiling” and raised floor make a small private work
area at one end and the whole structure helps divide the classyroom into smaller more
simply shaped spaces. The reinforced definition of the physical space gives a child

more complete, discrete information about where he is.

- N ¢

+

A platform was built to permit threg,year old's to use the easels without
standing on boxes. A ramp and steps join this space to other areas of the gpom and
provide level changes and alternatjve means of moving through ;he room. 4

" The final archifectural change was the "arcade" which stretches from the easel
area along the entire wall to the “story rooﬁfi A beam placed along the length of
the wall lowered its apparent height from 9 to 6 feet making the space more manage-
able for ‘a small child. The top of ‘the beam also provides a high place from which

- to survey the room. Several more childrsi;gg work areas have been incorporated

L3

®

.into the support for the beam. o , . -
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A nearly limitless number of different kinds of places within the class-,
room have been made possible. Some large architectural elements remain
stationary landmarks around which a variety of plywood cubes and boxes, climb-
ing eqﬁipment, rope networks, screens, arches, Pillow-scrapes and work surfaces’
are set to accommodate individual and group needs. The children, as.well as

' parents and staff redesign space to expand -and extengd thgir play, often several
times a day.' Observations of both the individual and the group are used to plan

the evolving complexity of the class$room and thus foster decision making, proBlemj

- solving -and self-concept, L
v
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INITIAL CHANGES TO PRE-3CHOOL GLASSROOM

f

B, Cubby area
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a 0 MAJOR STATIONARY A‘RCHfTECTUR;AL ELEMENTS .- N i o,
¥ ADDED TO PB.E‘-S'CHOOL CLASSROOM X ( . ‘

e A The first structure,” It scre‘e\ns glare from the y@indqw
: ‘ .and subdivides the room. .~ " .
) . " - “ L] t ‘ . . A , . - ‘ ’/ .
B, Easel-area with platform and ramp. b ‘
Ed ‘ ¥ s ' :
1 N ' . ) - M e “ \' . b
L .- C Arcade along the wall scales down space, K )
: D Temple moved, to ‘the- entryway. : ) Lo .
"' . E Qbiet Room shéwn here with pillow floor. o
' ' - P S , .
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+ ~EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

i

<

4 3 N .

Thé preschool program s equlpment concept - ;s to Ccreate through need.
« Each piece of equapment placed and used in the classroom is done so with a
preconceived pprpose." As well as *the speolflc purpase belnq met with indivi-
~ dual pieces of equipment, each piece is evaluated ‘on its® abillty to bec
an 1ntegral part of the classroom miliet. . . i .

. . ot - .- ¢

Some eXamples of equipment deslgn and evaluatlon processes are: . o " ]

‘e ) N ¢ f ‘. ot f;” M
Trampollne Cl1nber - .
Des1gnedzspe¢1f1cally for" giving optlons of total awareness to a child who

’ » h e o,

had no sense of self,

J's major act1v1ty was jumplng, but only whén holding onto

3

an adult's hands.

in his favorlte Jactivity, jumping, independently of another persdn.

A plece of.equlpment was de51gned, enabllng J ta part1c1pateo

The piece

o

E .,

6f equipment needed to accbmmode jumping’, hand holds and é>var1ety of xactlle ex-
.# periences. A climber was developed in a cyllndrlcal shape’and<a surrounding “net
of a variety of rqpe. Seats weré addad plus tactile beads'and different*diameters

.of rope. ' The climber is a see through-structure with many options of Jin and outs G .

with a trampollne as a base. . . *

4 b ~ 3

The-trampoline, climber .was integrated into the classrdom and evaluated accord-

o

ing to its"

orlglnal purpose.

;o

« of equipment were discussed.

LR
'

Extensiohs 1nvolV1ng other ex1st1ng and future pleces

LI

.
1

NN

-

s

Path Pillow -
' Designed for chlldren who are shiffling and need re1nforc1ng tasks to heip
them put’ one foot 1n&front of the other. i . . -

P

.y N 9 \ “e L o
The den51ty, texture and color are chosen to a1d children in.becoming con-
scious of the task ‘of walking, cengept of steps, one foot in front of the other,
The concept of left .and right may ‘be introduced with the color: coding of step holes
and correspondxng color coding of side of mat. A dark surface was chosen so thes

top surface would not v1sually confuse and the«step hgles would be easxly idenfified.

3

o
a <

s s
. 'The size and spacing of the foot spaces needed to be determlned mofe prec1sely. ,
. . P . N R ) . ‘
N C The path plllow was more uséful in the expahsion 1deas it conjured up than 1n -
thé‘u!e of the orlglnal path. Qould be seen ds a starter project rather than a -
" finished tool. . o e

. L. ’
SN . . »
. E T . C .
. .. B 3 N B -

Tangram Pllloﬁs - ) - s » . /
A set of plllows was designed twg years ago that were meant to be a floor,

puzzle. A puzzle with pieces thatﬂébu%d be%used as_ puxldzng blooks separately ‘ )
from their function as puzzle pieces. ' THG Mieced wetre made of upholstered foam
makzng them usuable as pieces of furnlture .and space makers. The one mxstake made

- on the design of this first puzzle was"that ‘it was ‘based on fitting curves together.’
The curves had no relatlon.to other elements ih the room as well as bexng an overly ot
. difficult matching task for 1-and 4 year olds. The use of the pieces as building
blocks was the most successfnl of. the tasks. USing the original ‘copcept of making

-
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an environmental puzzle that chlldren could bulld'places w;th, a new set was
de51gned using straight angles. The concept of tangrams was used as a basis
for .the design. The scale and d;mensxon of the pillows were designed to fit

. -with the existing platform system in the classroom. C€olors were Lelected that
“were not too brlght-— bright ‘colors at this large scale would be too distracting.

’
P

The plrlows were successfully used to byild soft places against and in
conjunction with the arcade and other wooden elecments, and’matchrng angles and
"dimensions. The pieces are easy to fit “together and children could build places

_and paths with' ease. . -

P0551ble extension of tHe tangram pillows could be usi.g the same concept
on a smalle: scale using the 44" box top as the puzzle frame.

Foam Stacking Blochs - ) ’ -

’ -An-1dea that grew out of our experlence with using the 4" foam cubes of the

cube p' zzle for stacking and building, a task they were suited for much more so

than their original puzzle purpose. ‘The units for the foam blocks were redesigned

to match the unats of omr sycstem based on an’'1ll" rodel. A set of five blocks were -
- made ranging from S5k" to 16%". They were all upholstered imn the same color fabric.

- N L
*They worked very ®ell with all sorts of possibiljties of matching ‘and stacking.
The cubes coul be used in’ conjynction with the large unit blocks. The childrén®e-
spogded to the sof ftness and created many uses. Some of the hctlyltles centered °
around the blocks in¢luded: “tower building, swinging and knocking over tower tar-
get,. secuenclng, fitting into large unlt'blocks, building 1n con)unctlon with small
unite blocks.

-

KA Thewblock.activg;ies could be extended if we had-more.

- <
- Tower - Room 2 )
. Room 2 was lookKing Very open and non-directive ‘when compared with the'break—
ups found in Reon 1 with the arcade. We felt we needed a large stable element to-
+lower the ceiling, to relate to the floor and other levels to subdivide the space
i Room 2. We aldo needed .this element to add cllmblng and gross motor equipment,
a place to get-up and out of the nainstream of the tlassroom. The initial reaction
when the tdwer was installed into Room 2 was negative. It read as being too heavy
and tended- to block vision and act1v1ty rather than stimulate it. Just too over-
whelming to go from nothlng to 'such' a large element. It‘dldn t invite activity but
+ became "passmg through pla.ce. — . N

It did provide places %o cllmb, possibilities'of‘maées, more levels in space,
and another place to be. We all felt the original design purpose had too many uses
in concept. - - - -

3 B A

' ~ ‘ l

The tower has become a, much more wseful 1tgn in Room 2 over its two xears\of

use:r It has, been moved three times--npt an easy task-but necessary to achleve the
dynanics fequlred in the clasaroom -

[ ~
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Foam Cylfn@pr - - -

Waorking with hyberact1Ve children it was easy to see that there needed .to |
be soecial places provided for them that would help them to focus. The ‘cylinder
was designed to provide a quiet tactile place for a child to be, working-a puzzle
or reading a book fuietly. The children vere so resoon51ve to the mobil boundary
,0of the foafs cylindet that two children would squeeze inside and. enjdy puzzles and
books together. The place made by the cylincer is warn, responsive, soft with cut-'
out apenings provided for. peepholes to see in and out. "-The interior of the cylinder
is«a light color to dvoid feeling of claustrophobia. '

The cylinder is also used for rolling, tw.5ling and jumping using all sorts of
theories of conceptualization, gross motor tasks and problem solving, ’

The curvilinear form of the cylinder is rarely found in-a claSSroom and there-
fore invites children and teachers to be inncvative in 1ts use,
1Y

LIST OF ALL EQUIPMENT DESIGHNED I THE ,PRESCHOOL

e g

22" Cube Box Top Puzzle of Foam Pillows With Maps

'Activ1ty Cube Slipcover -
Puzzle Sequgnce—CardSoard ' | ' . ‘ -, 0 . .
Magnet Shape;-Matqhing Block Shapes
Pabric Walls-Opaque and Transluceng ) _‘ oot
Curve Puz;le Pillows ) . } '
Climbing’System-;bédders-ﬁets-Hammocké i
~ . s
"Rope Tower SN T ) ) T e
Grabfab Matts o o I .
Uhit Boxes - o we
wall’ircade - Room 1
Sto?y Room - Room 1 - CharaclPers 1 ] ) . >/’ .
'Ceiling Puzzle with Rope Ladder - Rdbﬁ 1 . . —‘,ﬂ
Net Extension of Towgr.- Room 2
Fabric Wall Panels Hung from Ceiljixg .
Spinner Game Boards - S, - ’ '
' Floor'Paths , ' ‘ ?

Outgoor ‘Slanted Net - N&! 1 ] _
Pl;yground TiZes ~ ) :
" “- * N . ~ - l' *

-




[ . -

Large tircular Loom '
Foam Cube Picture Puzzle

Foam Cube Building Blocks

Large bardboadeCuisinaire Rod Blocks

\\Tfiangular Nets
anging Story Props - Windows - Trees

;aflwoo¢en Puzzlerwith Screws
N .
~ Marble Maze
Floor Cart with Rope Pulley
AN

b

~ Each piece is evaluated according €s:

Design premise

Design - Materials and.Dimensions

Initial staff reaction

Classroom response

Activities centerzng on or relatlng to equ1pment

Extens1ons--concepts and equ1pment that could be used to expand usefulne
Design evaluatxon-—hov form of equ1pment should be adjusted to better. f'
1n1t1al prem1se '




NORKSHOPS

- ., - €

The focus of workshons has shifted over the last year.. Orlglnally they
were blocks of time for parents. to. become oriented to and to participate in
building equjpment and games used in the classroon. There is still this involve-
ment, but we have found that it is more, meortant tp involve parents in workshops
that can build confidence- in their own ab111t1es as creating people before orient-
‘ing them toward classroom pro;ects ' A confidence building project may be making

a simple ob)ect for hones, a.personal 1te1 that wlll not be placed 1n a testlng
situation. N ,

Later in the year pqgents become participants in bulldlng equ;pment for the
classroon, as well as belng act1vely involved in orlentlng workshops and hew class-_
room equlpoent ’ . 2 .-

P

A list, description and evaluation of the 1975-56 workshops follow:

1. Aprons for ~childten for art and (ramatic play: This was.successful for in-
dividual parents who were able ta spend the time because the finished produce
was attractive and very useful. However, it was not a good . first .project be-
cause of the time required for satisfactory finishing. Parents have been able.
to come back to this project»later throughoﬁt'the year. v

-

2. Musical instruments: This was a cuick and good project that was pr0cess-
oriented and did not requ1re creative thinking as there were instructions.
Much of. the success of this p*oaect stemmad from its musical aspect. " Mothers
enjoyed 51nglng old songs using the newly made instruments. ’

3 §inishing wooden boxes: Thls projéct was successful in mak;ng parents feel that-
they were heloful because they ‘wére uorklng on equ1pment‘that was used in the
classroom. . :

" 4s Toie bags: This was a most successful project. wﬂen help was provided, parents .

could complgte the bags quickly and the-bags were very useful. Many parents
B - used this idea for Chrlstnas presents. The‘project,continued throughout the
year. L

5. Materials for specific classrobom projects: In some workshops parent's worked
on equipment to be used for specific classroom activities.® Some of these pro-

jects included making fishing poles and the appl;catlon of blackboard paint to
the backs of .mirrors. :

6. Target games: This project helped involwe parents in the plannlng and process- .
. ing of material's used in the classroom. Many new ideas,.as well as products re-

sulted. These small scale projects were successful because they prov1ded fast

input and continuity for the parents. *




r

- N

s . - « s ’

7. Ladders: This project was successful for parents because they. could make.
_materlals that could be used in their homes, as an extension of preschool
concepts’. lloreover, the ladders were s1mple and easziytmade so all parents -
could successfully complete them —_— . o -

.
r

- 8. Large nets for _Roon 2: Thls proved to be ‘a good prOJect for(proﬂotlng co— s
operation anong mothers.  Because of the scale and complexity ef the project,
it provided greet rewards in the form of pride and feelings of accomplishment.
This project inspired some parents to make larger products for their hores " *-
and yards. . . . . - ’

9. Products for bone‘use - ladders, nets and mats: This project was. rewardlng
for irdividual parents but 1t“did not promote as much interaction among tbe
parents as many other pro;ects did. ) P

"10. Blocks: 'This curriculum workshop was done late in the year and waS'long cver-
due. Tt ¢ould be a good first-bf-year project that miglit even be- done twice
" in one year because it .xelates to many aspects .of the preschool This workshop
showed mothers how rany of the currlculun materials, all blocks and--block-re-
s lated.objects, .had been designed ano selected fot use in the classroom. It
gave parents an opportualty to. experlment w1th materials thelr children use ~
" daily. - . . .

)

- 11, laz Parents were surpr1s1ncly unfamiliar with clay,,but such pliable media
are imporfant for’ qlséoverlng ‘creative learrings. ' 'This workshop led tq mean-
ingful- discussions about Creat1v1ty and its place in soclety The materials i

_-given to parents related to thls workshop are in ‘the Appeﬁdxx. .

¢

.12. Christmas orojeﬁts Several workshops focused on the dreation of glfts for
¢ both adults and chxldren Howeyer, these ztems could be used throughout the
year and each could be an lnolyldual workshop project: -

a. Trivet Thls proved to be the most successful:project of the year. It P
is" quick, success 1s guaranteed and the product is useful and attractxve.

- Success with this project gave -confidence to Nany unsure mothers and én-
- abled them to move on to-larger projects. THe trivet project demonstrated
how personal pro;ects help maintajn mothers' interest’ in workshop activities.
b. Baker's Clay: This project is similar to the trivet in that it guarantees
success and the product is. useful and attractive. Mothers were pleased to

make items that they knew were expensive to purchase.

~

*c. Sock dolls: Although the children enjoyed the products of this woanhop,
the process proved to be too tedious for mothers. .

N
-¥

d, Sewing cards:’ This project was successful because it was‘so qulck that
the products could be used that same day in the classroom. T e

+ - =




Clay Workshop for Parents : .

'q s )y , - -
B a ’ ’ - N 7. R . .
. L The discusslon centered around creativity. .The staff raised the following
-questlons for parents to respond to: . ’ ’ :
’ 1. What does creativity mean? . ) ’ ’ - T
2. 'Does ‘creativity fit in to our daily lives?

- N . - . . P &
.
l

¢ - fhe discussion centered around the following:

i
’ »
-

1. ¢reat1v1ty means an understandlng of self f1rst and once there is some
xecognitién and understandlng ‘'of who You are you begln to develop cof1dence. This’
confldence leads to trylng different thlngs, It allows you, and motlvates ‘you, to .
experLence “"life". Ind1v1duals are able to make their own declslons in terms of:

- how. they want to aoproach an experlence, "follow it through to its concluslon.

- - :There is, theréfore, ‘sche defanltlon from start to finish which gives’ the ‘person v
ot ‘self- satlsfactlon. What is Jlimiting to the individual and contributes td lack of
T . self~comfidence is’ vorrjlng about what other people think and/or what "do peOple e
' expect of ne. - . ”

2. the dlscusslon focused awhile on. the role of the female and how there is -

a certain sterotype of what the wohan's role is or should be. . In discussing the ’

"4 . . stereotype, parents felt that. there was no enCouragement for. individuality or crea~

V- tivity. Models &fe important and womenthave few." ) .

4

3. Another questlon was ralsed How do we encourage creat1v1ty? Yothexs
felt that experience was the best teacher, that vélues éan either prohibit the':
spirit “or promotsg 1t. when do you decide an experience is not a creative experi-
ence? Creativity is an approach to life. Creativity needs to become a part of
a wholistic approach. The initial creative process may begin as very abstract
but it is important to bring an experience full circle--back to the concrete.

When does one decide "that an.experience is-ndt a creative experlence and when -
does one bring the individual back to reallty? For, example: If you Rrlan for your
‘ child to play in an experimental- way with water and soap and he becomes so involved
» ~ .- with the creative play experience that the water and soap begin to splll ‘on the .
L floor, 'going beyond the boundaries of the play, disrupting the organlzatlon of the
house, it then becomes time to bring the play back to reallty by providing some
structu;e. ' i . 3 . o >

7

~

. ”4. The last and very import&nt p01nt that was made 1n this .discussion was :
the fact\that we need to understand that in order to try new things, we need‘to
be.alloweg to faxl because it 1s only through faifhre that we can really grow.
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Additional Indications of Program Success:
1. Consultation Center ' . -

2+ Home Visits v
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The Consultation Center was det up because program parents felt that ' - : .
their neighbors needed an- opportunity to obtair help or ask questions about ’
the1r own children. The Parents' or1g1na1 suggestion of a "hot line! was
Todified into a drop-in" .or Consultat1on Center. The Consultatron Center
has become ‘a place where parents and teachers of preschool and primary grade' ¢
children can come to obtain an 4ssessment of their children's behavior and
development.’ In its current form one- ‘day a veek “is set as1de for anyone in”’
the community (private schools as well) to make an appo1ntment and bring the
child in for an assessment. This year we have seen -well over fifty children

~and their parents in the Consultation Center. Some of these children have
come back on a reqular basis for further assessment and recommendations. If
* a child needed to be seen periodically, appointments were set up with the parent
for both home and school visitations. Some of these child}en have _.been coming
back to thd Consultation Center three and four times during the c¢ourse of the -
year. 1In cases where a child's developmental lags indicated that he needed an
ongoing program; reCOmmendat1ons were made to the parent that he be enrolled in
the ongoing Early Intervention Program. When specifi recommendat1ons were made,
we informed the parents that we had materials and equlpment they could’ bbrrow
~from the Lending, L;brary to enable them to follow through on recommended activi-
1 ties at home. In tdditlon, this year a‘'child from the waterbury.Reg1ona1 Center
- has been coming on a weeckly ‘basis to use the fac1l1t1es. His teacher” has received
1nput and some suggestions from the team here at Highland, in terms of educat1ona1
strategles and techniques. ) . ~

- ¢
» - : . . . .

When ochildren have been referred within the school system, ‘all profeSS1onal
staff, as well as the parent have been,rnvolved in the observan1ons and work—up
of "that specific child~ ‘The. team has consisted of not only the parent and the.
ConSultation Center staff’but also the bhlld's teacher, pr1nc1pa1, a1de, development—
Ly -at exam1ner and social worker.: ; ’ . »

] . . . . » . s
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One area in which we plan to concentrate -in the Jfuturé 15 the~deyelogment of:
standardized observation system. The classroom env1ronmeﬁt serves us as an evalua-
tion instrument. We plan to analyze th&'spec1f1c equipment, mater1als and tasks -

.that should be present for all children and hopefully develop the physical env1ron-

ment into a systemat1c instrument "for observations. ° A i , N
Anotherhfuture goal is the- development of 'a standardized: reporting system ?tﬁ
which we can use to commun1ca¥e our obsérwations to parents, teaqhers and other .
. concerned personnel Such a reportlng system,mlght include the areas of gross and
firie, motor sk1lls,,1anguage preductxén, general learn1ng skills,* v;sual and audltory

P - systems and qut1ona1 dévelopmeﬂt. o . : - - . ‘ )

*

. Lo In addrtlon, in the future we hope to 1mprove~our efforts in. following up the-

+* . children We have seen. We would-like to see 4f recommendatiohs ‘are being lmplem‘nt—'
) - ed and whethbr our suqﬁestlons have hgen of help to the parents. A followrup systém

' wquld enable us to be “aware' of the growth and-development of the dh11dren we have

seen.. I * . 93 i . , ) . . v,’_'




* HOME VISITS

- 7 - . ’ ' ¢
S . R , 5
In the fall the pfeschool teachers visited the homes of all incoming
children." The ratlonale for "beginning sthool in the children's homes" was
to'establish a bridge between‘home and school,

»
.

Another means of bridging\ home ‘and school was creating a home-like en-
vironment in the classroom. Changes have 1ncluded altering the llghtlng systemn,
1ntroduc1ng soft elements such as foam pillows-and mats- and scallng the room
for the young child. & . . , -

.
»

In addltlon, the staff recognlzed that the needs of partlcular children
could be met at home as well as at school. and continuity between the two enV1rdh-
ments could be increased if spegific homes were visited on an ongoing basis and
suggestions were made for.modifying the home environments. At first the staff
waited for parents to indicate their de51rc for  a home visit. However, when -~
this did not occur, the staff members took' the’initiative and suggested that home
vigits be made. This year the teacher director and architect consultant to the
pxeschool program have gone into the homes of sone of the children whom the pre-
school staff felt could benefit from more follow thrqugh at home.

‘Over the course of.the 1975-76 year, several ‘homes were vrsited by the
teacher and architect who made suggestions for moa;fylng the home environments.
In addltlon, equipment was lent to some families for use in the homes. Infor~
mal assess ts were made to determine 1f'parent9 had followed the suggestions
and/or used the equipment and to ‘determine if there had been any effects on child
behav1or. The ‘feedback from this xnformal-process was generally favorable. 1In
the future the home-visitation Program\w111‘be developed into & formal qomponent
of the Cheshire Preschool Program. ’ . s

~

~
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Oveg_tﬁe'fdur yedrs o fund%ng thié prdjéqt has had direct positive RN -

§§Jupon more than 60 préschool children, their mothers .and their families . !
) :iﬁdirepﬁ eﬁ{gcts upon. many other children as well. as the Cheshire school FEE f
i;tem&iﬁgglf. The, present evaluation report has presented some of the'dgtaélé‘ -

ﬁffhgﬁﬁnpbénges and effects.™* This section will briefly summarize eome of the
_ Qlagpﬁica@b;s of program success and make suygestions Torffpturefaspects,Pf,

P CGram's ‘continued development. - ( "t o f
Nt "?‘ ’ \5‘:\‘ : N ” ' ¢ .7 - . ° -’ . s
[ Y . 4 . . . .

" & | . ' L a ‘e )
o A3 ' o

gix‘ﬂﬁbvcheshire preschoolfjntervention program began .by wqrgiﬁg with both <

severely handicapndd +(outside diagnosis. of autism, serious emotional disturbance,

speech disturbance, medical problems, etc.) and mildly disabled or potenﬁia;ly
disabled four year old children and -their, mothers, Over the .course of. four years' .

thg program ha maintaihéé:the{approachlof working with chiidrgn:who have afbariety:

of problems. € program ¢ontinues to- include mothers as an essential part of the .
program (to be developed mpre fully\below)'and has extended the age of the children
. to include both younger and older thildren. . Three Year old children axe central fo
the prodram as it is-now runm, a prégram~for two yeay old children ise currently in the
§lanningjst&ge,aqd younger and older .children have been seen~in-the Consultation
Center. It is important to note that the.children who are involved-in the pfogram .
. have many-different kinds of problems.’ ' \ y deg ' it
This project has been successful in” g \

" “ization to meet diverse needs: Thus', “the Cheshire presﬁhoolfp;ograﬁ~is a living

demonstration’that school systems do nq}jﬁged to set up multiple programs.which focus:.
- only‘qp specific handicaps or diagnostip éatégo;iqs. ' - '

\._, - s a

< The diversity of the characteristics of thg”chiid}gn included in this program ..
makes the measurement of program effectiveness a task which' éannot be accomplished °,
by simple individual ‘test information. Some of fhe children, by standardized, in-. "
tellectual gesqinq,?fupction.iq the Mmentally retayﬂéd;ra@ge«while other§~te§€'in the ¢
- gifted rangé. Some children relate so pborly to adults that"theyr are eésgn;iaiky’

untestable;' some cannot §it still long enpudh. to Be tested; éoméﬁhaqéwsgeenh and ‘.,. =
language problems which make understanding’them extremely difficult; and some of ‘the';, -
children can carry on an adult like conversation ‘and/or. read at én,advdpée'leveltput‘i
cannot relate” to peers,or play like a young child. -Thus, the, eygluat‘ioxi»éf’@roqgm
effectiveness had had to involve severil types of data collection procédures {formal
testing, teacher observation and report,éndfpazént report) and has-evolved aipng the
line of individual ‘case studies. . -  * 2 : toos ) e

. E . ’ -
- - R,
) . . . -

-

. -

, . . - L . Lt - v " C? \
. From the formal and infermal’data‘whgch has been Collected on- the pfbg;gmygrad-’ T -
uatés-and those children “currently enrolled, thé-program appears to have 'had diapatic’
positive impact. This. year score$, on .standardized éesﬁb,;teacﬁets' ob&ervations-and. ..
gatings and parents' perceptiong all indicate that the'chiidrev‘fh:thé,prpgrah.haig n-
/mgée great, gajns. All the children who ‘have been invplved ip the .pr am’ in thg~pa§g
are within the mainstrear of the elemgnta;ywséhéolf aven though som€9z§ the .initially

., e [ v - -
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¢ looked like prime candidates for outside or xnstltutlonal placement. The motbers
and redeiving teachers report that the graduatés are academically and socially’
making good progress. Some of the gsadugtes are receiving supportive services,

such as tutoring or speech therapy. but their progress has generally been in

p051t1ve temms. . . o'
. * .

> The Mothers - * . .

s .

Ihe data collected from the nothers, both formally by interviews and ques-

tionnaires and informally by observation and group discussion, enable one to under-
stand how this frogran uork Mothers begln the progranm in a state of turmoil,
frustration and profound cencern. Some feel that they have failed as mothers. Al-
most witnout exception the nothers, over the codrse of their involvement with the
prograri, have come to feel better about themselves and their children. This rew,
attitude'is the result of 1ncreased urnderstanding ana accept e of their children
and their children'® problems and Learnfag effective ways wbrking with and- for
their children. ‘oreover, this change occyrs in different(ways for different rothers.
Some of the characteristics of tge Cheshire Preschool Prognam which alléw a mother
to develop a new awareneds of herself and her child have been determined from in- |
terviews ‘and questiofraires. ¢

1. Mothers are actively involved in the cdassroom situation with their
chlldren, the teach:ng staff and the other mothers and children. 1In
the classroom the fothers learn from direct observation of how other
adults rebate “to their own cifildren and other children.

-

2. Mothers have the opportunlty to gaim’ a degree of psychological distance
from their childre§ and thus are.able to see their chiidren's behavior
in new ways. This psychological distance results frop having the opper- .
tunity from tlme to, time to stand back while the teachers and other mothers
work with theif chlldren, from observation of their children through a
one-way vision mirrdr (often with the interpretive aid of a staff person);
from 11sten1ng to other mothers react to the behavior of the children;
from listening to different types of expert consultants comment on the
children's behavior:; d from watching video tape feedback of themselves
and their children. ' ) -

3\‘Iothers receive support ‘and encouragement from other mothers. Mothers
realize they are not alone with their problemg. The other mothers give
help and they in turn are able to help still other mothers.

4. The program provxdes the mothers with several dlfferent opportunities to
engage in activities which do not always focus on themselves or the pro-
blems of their children. The mother thus has an opportunity to become
less defensive, to socialize with other. adults ‘and- to experience succkss
in nonthreatenzng situations. P -
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5. Mothers, because they are included the decision making process
of the program and specifically with réspect to their own children,
come to appreciate their importance, and worth as mothers. The pro-
fessionals in-this program do not create psychological distance or
present themselves as experts with all the answers. The mothers'
increased feelings of importance and worth carry over to other aspects
of their relationship with their children outside the school setting.

From the information collected from these mothers it is hard to imagine how

4 program for preschool children with potential handicapping conditions can be

run without the systematic and intense involvement of mothers. It is highly pro-

bable that the strength of this program is primarily due to the provisions made
for the mothers and their major role in the program.

" It should be noted that it is a requirement of thls progranm that the mothers
attend the program with their children. Therefore these mothers are self selected
and highly motivated for tHe program. Whether an approach like this one would work
with mothers wiho are not self selected, cannot yet be determined.

- .

The Curriculunm .

The planning for each individual child and mother 1nvolves the preschool staff's
understanding of developmental principles and their skill nodlfylng the physical en--
vironment-and presenting tasks in order to allow the child and/or the child and the
mother to experience success. Of course not all attempts to provide tasks or chandes
in the environment work on the first try, nor will the same approach work for all
chlldren‘ync appear to have similar problems. Over the years of the program, the
staff rembers have developed many innovative ways of providing children with oppor-
tunities to tontirue and extend their development along normal lines. Some of these
approaches have been forrally described in the written materials produced by the pro-
gram staff, yet many similar curriculum material and ideas remain unformalized. Al-'
though the staff'members have developed and described some specific pieces of equip-
.ment and curriculum units or ideas, the process involved in the curriculum is the
real key to its success not the specific products. This process involves: detailed §
observation and and analysis of the child's behavior, identification of a child's '
strengths and weaknesses, design of tasks and materials to allow the child to de~_ !
velop needed skills, involvement of the mother: involvement of consultants, trying
out suggdestions with the child, processing the feedback from such tries, and con-
tinuing the process again. While.the staff of the program can identify the types
of approaches .that were successful with a particular child, i¢ i¥\the process by
which the staff works and not the partieular tasks, materials, or ipment, which /
-'is the reason for the program's success. " d

The Consultants

Cheshire's preschool program over the years has worked with several consultants.
Among these have been a developmental optometrist, an architect, a psychiatrist,
architectural design* spec1allst and evaluation consultant. Each of these profess-
jonals has had input te the program. The staff of the program has developed relation-
ships with these professionals in which they and the consultants participate in a

] ¢

93 :
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reciprocal dialogue concerning child and program problems, The program has
found consultants who are flexible enough to listen and to c¢hange themselves,
and the program staff has continued to expose itself to the stimulation and
challenge wilch these consultants provide. With the help of the consultants,
.an air of excitement, new. discovery and change continues to be generated by the
project staff.

-~ . - )

The _School $z§tem and €ornmunity . : . e s

v

3

The Cheshire preschool progran has had an impact upen the Cheshire: school
system and the cormmmunity. .The pré*choo; program will continue into the forseeable

future with local funés. The preschool parents have attended school bpard meetings
to fight for the continuance of the progran. Other school system’teachers of young

children have made¥referrals of children in need and worked with the staff to de-
velop better understanding and plans for the children. Private nursery school
teaghers have made similar referrals and have also begesme invdlved with the staff.
At the request of cormunity mothers who hag concerns
the program has develoved an active‘consultiatio
tines two, wmornings & week. The consultation n is /&-place where mothers in
the community can bring their young children td be worked with and observed by the
staff. The mother then participates in the feedback and planning process. This
activity will be expanded next year. ’ ) )

Along similar lines, is the impact the progran has had on visitors. Word has
gotten out around,.the state and country of this program and it has attracted many
visitors. [Cach seems to be impressed by some aspect of the program and leaves
witk the intention of implerenting sorme aspect in his or her own setting. One
school system in the state is currently running a preschool program based on many
aspects cf the Cheshire proaram. K .

f : '

Aspects of the Program for Future Development
1. Father Component. Formal and informal feedback from the mothers in-
dicates the' need for more systematic planning for
the involvement of fathers. Plans are currently being developed to
address this issue. - ’

2, Curriculum Pormal and informal feedback from mothers and teachers
. indicates the need to reexamine the curriculum in terms
. stimulating both fine motor and complex gross motor abilities, to focus
° more attention on the development of tasks and materials to strengthen
the curriculum in these areas. .
4
3. Dissemination There is a need to communicate the "nuts and bolts" of
this program to other professionals. A curriculum type
publication is currently bezng developed and there are plans for other
technical reports.

4. Evaluation While progress has becn made on the development of more
formal evaluation and record keeping systems, these gains
need ‘to be consolidated and extended. Particularly, more work is needed
to develyp the case study nature of the evaluation further. The case
study approach will become a strong aspect of the evaleation because it

SN £

ut their young children, ’q\\-._,
centdr which is held one and some-

.

<
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4. Evaluation(cont.)

~

is consistent with the individual child focus of the whole program.

5. Mother Groups The staff members have indicated that they need help
’ " in working with particular mothers within the small
. group structure,. Some mothers Leem to be very dominant while others’
very passive. Hext year efforts.will be made to prov1de the staff w1th
- . more small qroup skills.

6. School System Specialists While the program has been successful in ‘work-
ing with specialists within tge school (e:g.
‘speech therapist, school psychologist, social worker, nurse), more mutual
help is possible. Efforts will be made during the coming year ‘to develop
more systematical worklng‘re;atlonshlps w1th a bread range of school system
personnel. .

. ¢ : h : .
7. Medical component Program mothers and staff continue to express a need for
more detailed medical information. Vhile this continues
to biéﬁ difficult c¢omponent to develop, efforts are being made to locate a

) " develgprentally oriented pediatrician for consultation. ’
- "\ ~ . .
© 87 -Jorme Wisits PreliminaYy home visits this past year have shown the staff
S~ that mcglflcatxons of some children's home environments might
have beneficial cffects on the children's development. This component will
f ‘be developed and evaluated.over the next year.
£ ,l;.ﬂ
9. Consultation Center The serv1ces of consultation center has received great
demand from the community over the last year. Procedures
for assessment, feedback and follow through, also evaluation will be develop- "~
ed next year.

.
.

This evaluation has examined many of the components of the Cheshire Preschool
Procgram and has considered many indicators of program effectiveness. It is our féel-
ing that the project has demonstrated that early intervention with preschool ch1ldren
who have problems of many different types and severity can be suceessful within ?
elementary school setting. We feel our success can be attributed to our staff’
willingness and ability to work jointly with mothers to enhance the development of
their children. While at times the work is hard and the hours long, the changes which
are seen in the children and the~mothers are rewaxyding and encourage our further -
efforts. Each new child and mother who contacts the program presents us with different
,and challenging problems. There is more about these young children and mothers to be
learned. It is in this spirit that the program continues for others to see.

100
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5. balanceé and coord1nat1on.

II.. Fine Motor Skills

. - . -
& ) ) ) ‘ . S
~ Appendix A-1 - y
Classroom Observatien Schedule ° . . .
&L ; oo i ’ ' . -
Child: R . . Date: = = .
ot The intent of this instrument is to gather semx-obdective summary,
current status and progress information. on® each.child at three time .

points: beginning of year, middle of year and end of year. It is sug-.
gested that the whole teachihg team and hot just the teacher be involved -
in filling out these reports. - . -

’¢

I. Gross Motor Skills

o Make judgements of the child w1th respect to the specific skills **

.+~ such as walking, runnxng, jumping, climbing, tatching, hopping, "kicking,

throwing, etc. and the general characteristics of motor behavior such as

*

. Also include'.in this sect19h your observations concerning the ch11d'
L2 sense of body as it is moved through space. o
A. Descrlbe significant changes which have been observed since the last

observat1on. (It is suggested that the last observatzon be read )

-

ed

B. Describe current status. Be as spec1f1c as poSslble about the nature
_Qf the developmental lags and/or problemg. If this area does not pre=
sent many problems w1th respect to thé ch11d, a statement to that effect
is sufficient.

+ N .

ipulation of small objects, stacking,

* stringing, placement of objecté in holes, manipulation of writing instruments,
drawing, painting, pourj tting, putting together, taking apart, printing,
coloring, use of implements, etc. Again, the main task is to make judgements

*-» with respect to the age appropriateness of performance.

» P T~

A. Describe significant changes since last observation.

Focus on skills such as:

B. Describe present status. -

v




a Appendix A-2

Observations in this area are more complex. Judgements are to be
made with reference to both competence (ability to understand and produce
language) and performance (the use of .the competencies.)

Comprehension—reception' :

The concern is with the child's ability %o understand the spoken
word and his ability and w1llrngness to follow directions. Does the child
seem to understand the spoken word-at an age approprrate level? Does the
child follow d1rectrons in an age appropriate way? .

Ve

A. Describe significant changes since last obserfation. ;

< 4

B, Describe current status. . e

Language Production -- Make comments on: ‘ s e > -
. - . A’ i
1. When the child speaks is the level,pf the speech in terms of !
. types of words used, length of utteranoes,. complexzty Bf utter-
’j&x ances, etc. age appropriate?. - o2 P
0* . . ) v e . . -
2. Spontaneous use of speech? ‘ T g . o .

L4
.

3. Speech to parents, adults, peexsz j

N “

a

4. Stuttering and/or problems in hheiproductiin of speech sounds? e

A. Descr1be S1gn1f1canb changes 31nce last observation. .~ -
ot . - - tt N ";\
B: Describe current status. ' CIRE N . P :
. . " e ) » i .
L DT N
<, . - ‘v( :” “ ,
. ' ~ o i ¥

Iv. General Learning Skills.

L}

m- ) » o

' Focus on those skillq;which are ne;essary for~school learning-
attention and concentratien, abiljty to, ‘select¥ask to‘play with, dis-
tractibility, memory, ability to éomplete activity, ifyterest and willing-
ness to try new actzvieaeq, abili;y-to'work it same area with other children,
8tc. Also comment on problem solv ility, ¢ ‘
) ! igg,#b - . . .

A. Describe significant changes since last'obse:yatlonf T

B. Describe current status.




V. Auditory and Visual System .

I3 x | .
Pescribe the nature of the c¢hild's visual and auditory perceptual /

system. Include here any other significant "physical® problems. ‘ i //
A. Describe significant changes since last observation. //
" B. - -Describe current stetﬁs; B ’ . //

VI, Personalitx ' ! /

. ) ﬁ ;' .
: It is .somewhat artificial to break apart personality and social
N “ behavior. Include here observation of the child with respect to some oOf
5. “¥'the following categories: anxiety, fearfulness, withdrawal, hyperactivity,
) A ‘wlmpulse control, .temper tantrums, crying, tfust1ng—d1strust1ng, ability to
* © r1sk failure, autonomy, initiative, tolerance of frustration, persjgtence,’
. expression of pleasure, use of play space,/ rebe111ousness—comp11anqe, sense

‘of self, feellngs about self, etc. /

¢ : : ,‘ /

person's self-concept.}’
1Y N ' - -
" A. Describe significant-changes since last observation. .
ot _ o %
B. Describe current status.

v . . /

With peers -- Focus on the willingnéss and ability to interact with other
children. Where relevant comment on the ability/to share and take
turns, aggression against other children, withd awal from other
children, ability to stand up for self, etc.

ViI. Social Behavior - 'a .

A. . Describe sign@ficant changes since last observation.

B. , Describe current status.

With'adults -- -Focus on the child in ‘'respect t¢ such things' as dependlence-
independence with respect to adults, use/of adults as information
sources, sharing experiences and products with adults, differential
behavior with menad women and general characteristics with respect
to interaction with adults.

A. bescribe significent changes since last observation.'
. , N ) . : .

B. Describe currént status.




VII.

VIII.

h Y -
A. Describe significant changes since last observation. ¢
B. Describe current: status. . . '
&£ M
A Conceptual Development | ] L ‘ I
This is a difficult area in which to make judgements and ‘which to ‘

' Appenaix A-4 e ~

SOcial Behavior (cont.) - ' : .
With parents--?ocus on spec1f1c aspects of child's relationsh1p w1th . ,
parents. (Note behaviors listed above.)

list observable behaviors. Some suggestions follow.

General cognitive characterrst1cs‘—- Does the child show an active 1nterest.
in the things around him/her: exploring, asking quest1ons, trying
things out? Does child profrt from experience? Does child's behavror
show planning? f

’
.

More specific characteristics -- Is the child showing age appropriate be-
havior with respect to: ;
Use of symbols and representations
Types of concepts used such as grouping objects in terms of
similarities, color, shape, names, etc.’ :
Quant#tative concepts such as some, more, less and 51mple numbeérs
Know Qgé of prepositions such as on, in, under, be51de, near and far N
Knowledge of functions of objects
Talking of and responding to things in terms of relatlonshrps ‘such
‘as bigger, taller, shortest, lightest, etc.

—

AT . ¢,
-Describe significant changes since last observation.

Describe current /status. . X y




Appendix B-1

. Ratings Based on Classroom Observation Schedule

Child: ’ , ‘ Date:
. e -
Teacher:

.

Please rate the current status of .this ch11d in the follow1 g areas, as com-
pared to other children his/her age. ’

.

| , : No problem T N Sefioué p;oblem
1. osg Motor Skills 1,2 3 -4 5 6 7
. . i '
2. PFine Motor Skills . 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7
3, Language ] co
£ . - . - '
Amount . K 2 3 .4 5 - 6 - 7 )
. ) ) \
Clarity . o . 1 2 3 4%. 5 6 7
- } P
. . ‘/ 'l > ‘.
Complexity . 3 2 3 4 5 6 -7
Compfehensibn & Reception ) . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
4. General Learning Skills 1. 2 3 4 5 .6 . 1-
5. - Personality _ 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 u
6. cial Behavior , , 1, “ '
T v s
_With peers : 1 2 3 4 5 .6 7. . ,
With adults _ ‘ 1 2 3 4 56 7 i
7. Conceptual Development . .1 2 3 4 5 6 7. ’
8. Physical Problems - , . . .
Visual " 1 2 3- 4 5 6 1
- Auditory a 1 2 3, a4 .5 & 7
Physical disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '
’ , : B L
. ’/F ] ¢
/ *
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Name C ‘ Date

Preschool Parent Questionnaires

o e

‘

1. Compared with other children of about the same age, how would you rate the
following behav:.ors and abilities of your child?

NS Poorer . .About the ‘Better

' . e Than ' :/Same ) - Than ) A
l. Clarity of speech ' N ' . ,. )
2. Amount of speech ' ' ' g o )
3. Ability teo understand -
other people's ; speech :
4, Apil:i:t\y to fo}low verbal *
directions -’ . e
5. Complexity :)f speech ] . ‘ / | . k ’,’
6. Vision ‘

7. - He;rinq

80 Drawing abilit.y - * . S '
9. Use of pencils and crayons %‘ < /
' 10. Coordination S - .
11, " Balance | ' , . / |
" 12. Walking ability C L . ;// )
. h J . " - / / -
13, . Running ability K i . .
—14. Climbing ability . - A
) P . S
15. Throwing ability - .. -7
16. Catching ability , /o
17. ‘ Ea}:ing habits ‘ —— . ‘
18. .Sleeping habits' - "o / S -
. A . ' ) oo / / / .
19, Geéneral health o
L . , S /L“'“‘ 1
20. Ability te make f;:iends' // . . . ‘
| 21. AbMlity to get along with - ;T - ‘
A other children o ) :
o ; % -




.
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/ g, . N

'I. Compared with other ‘children of ‘about the same age, how would you rate the TN

following behavxors and abilities of your child? (cont.) * \ o
. \ Poorer . : About the Better
. Than - - Same = - . _Thah . -
T L \ I3 .
22. " Ability to get along with - ' L , o
brothers and sisters /

23. Ability\to play cooperatively, ) ‘ , /
with others . B

——— D e — ——
.

© 24. Ability to take turns and . ' . . N

share with other children - ' . ‘. '
- L , = or
25. Ability to-be liked by
other children . . . - .
26. Ability to relate to familiar . .-
‘ Ay
adults . —— —
s —— ' .
27. Ability to relate to i - ‘i X
unfamiliar adults ) -
28. Ability to concentrater - .
‘ ' ) - _— ‘
29. Abi}ity to persist after ' i
initial faijare : . " -
cial faijer « — — L
ﬁ . Ability to plan ahead Coo . ’ ’ .

7 ~

| . -

/%// Go back over the list of behavxoxs and abilities and put a star (*) beside those . -
for which you have seen dramatic positive chahges over the last 51§ months, By [ * '/
dramatic it is meant that. you have observed more than would be - expected with normal
development; or more than you womld have expected

s
M .
a . N =

. .

II., Compared with other children of ahout the- same age, do you think yoeur child shows //

‘more or less of the following behév1ors?
e ) ' ‘ ) v

7 . Less .\ EBqual . .7 Moré /
- - I ¢ N ’\l' - /_' ”
. 1. Crying . .o N . /
- . N ” « S . ¢ . / @‘. v
. e e . > L. A * * L [ 4
« 2 Mature behavior " " s v | L C / <
o 6 - . a - » ‘ . ' i //u
3. Innature behavior T ' .. - - SR
: j oo . ' /
. 4. Temper tantrums S L - ./ R
- -5. Question asking t\ b . T . -
\&. LN | . ' : . o “ R a
6. ‘Afzatd of things . T e -
. "ﬁ s L— . —_—

. R ‘ .
f} I \ . . P L
,w Vo \ . . . . %, ‘a
4 s . . .
. . . M



2

7.
8
‘9.
10.
11.
12.

Cod
. TA3.

15.
l6.
17.
“18.‘
19.
20.

21.

b

Restlessness

Fighting

“Consideration for others

‘ bR

. . Appendix Cr3

éxmpared with other children of abou; the 'same age} do you thihk your child

shows more or less of the follokidg behavxors?

o . s
s .. “ <« Less
' *+ ®
Activity lével ' ¢ B
£ a o
v . A
®

General happiness

: - . . .,
Self-assurance - »

R PN

Destructiveness -
. v e e
Assertiveness .
Television watching .

Withdrawal -from people’, *
ﬁegativism
¥

t

Worrying

Irritability

_Heodinees

» =-

Pussiness >

Go back over the list of behaviors and abilities and put a star (*) beside those

(cont.)

-

Equal' More

————

B AR EEEE

for wtiich you have .seen dramatic positive' changes over the last six months.

' "dramatic” it is meant that” you have observed more than would be expected with- ’
T \normal development, or more than you would have expected




Appendix C-4 -

III. Peelings and attitudes.aboutiydur child. i ;éfi

1. Hb&,often in tﬁe last honth have you had fun playing with your child?
seldom occasionally . sometihes frequently . most of the time -

2. BHow often do you worry’ about what relatives and other adults think about
your child?

s

seldom occasioﬁally . sometimes frequently most of the time

3. How often do you and your husband/w1fe agree about the kinds of problems
your <hild has? . .

.

seldom occasionally sometimes frequently most of the time

4. How often have you felt embarrassed by your child?

sqidom occasionally sometimes frequently most .of the ;ime
5. How often in the 'last month have you become angry with you child?

geldom *~ ,occasionally sometimes 'freéhently most of the time ’

7. How often in the last month have you felt yourself 1051ng control with your
child?

seldom A occasionally sometimes frequently. most of the tiime

8. How often are you and your husband/wife in agreement about how to raise
your child? .

L

£

v
seldom occasionally *sometimes frequently most of the time

.. C. r . '
10. How worried about the future development of your child have you been?
not at all little somewhat " quite " very much

.
. . . B

11. How well do you feel you understand yeur child?’
not at all little  ° somewhat ' quite V. ©  -very much '

12. How well do you feel your husband/wife understands your ‘child?

~,
N
~

not at all little somewhat " quite . very much

. ,
13.. Bow helpful have you -found professionals in your understanding of‘your child?

-

not at all  'little  somewhat quite  °  very much >
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11f. Peelings and attitudes about your child.;‘(Cont:L

14. How successful have you been in meeting your child's needs during the

last month?
not at all 1ittle somewhat quite very much
15. How confident are you in your ability to give your child what he or she
needs? .
not at all little ‘ somewhat _ quite . very much )
16. How confident are you in your ability to meet your child's future needs? )
: ;ot at ali little somewhat _quite very much

r

17. when you th1nk of your child's future, how confident are you that things
will turn out well?

-

not at ‘all little . somewhat quxte very much

18. How often do you thxnk handxcapped children should be included with non-
%dmapped children in the school setting? ‘

»
e

eldom occasionally sometimes frequently most of the time

19." Do you think handxcapped chxldren can have a negatxve influence on your

child's behavior? : : ]
. mot at all .~ little - . somewhat quite  very much
; 20. How often does your child useagtrnxture, pxllo;s and other househould ' }'*°
P items in his/her play? ‘, # - g
seldom occasionally sometimes frequentiy . most of the time w

®

21. How often do.you think children should be able to use all parts of the
house for their play? [

LY

seldon occaSLOnally ) sometimes:; frequently most of the time

22. Do you think that eﬁildren have to he made to learn?

x

. ot at all little somewhat quite very much

23. Do you think that you can do things to improve the schools?

not at all little scmewhat,’ quite very much - .

~
N_e

~

24. Do you think schools would be better if parents had more control over them? .

not at ;11 little somewhat quite very much

1i1 ,
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III. Peelings and attitudes about your child. {cont.)
25. How certain are you absut the educational needs of your child?

not }t all little somewhat quite very much
26. How willing -are you to become actively involved with what gbe# on in your
ch11d s school? ’ .

not at all little somewhat quite very much -

-

, 27. How much effect.do you feel you can have in shaplng what your child's . \) -
: educational experience will be? .

not at all little somewhat quite very much

28. How willing are you to fight for the kind of educational program your
child needs?

-

not at all little somewhat quite very much

29. How important do you think it is for a rhild's.room to be arranged with
the child's learning in mind? )

not at all little lsomewhat quite very much

~\ -

30. How necessary do you think it is for a home to bé arranged to foster a ’ .
child's learning? ]

not at all “little somewhat quite very much. ‘ ‘ .

—

31. To what degree do you think the preschool experiénce-has affected your childz

not at all /little somewhat .quite very much
32. ,To what degree ﬂas your child's prescﬁﬁé} experience affected you? '
‘ not at all little ' éomewhat‘ ‘ quite very much
. " 733, ‘éo what degree has y;ur child's preschool experience-affected your husband/
© wife? - ' ’
not at aix\ _little somevhat quite: ~ very much

. grdﬂi’/L
34. To what degras have you been surprised with your child' h this year?

not at all little . somewhat . quite very misch

\
35. How much have you\as a person.changed for the better in the last six monthsg? .

e

not at all little .  somewhat quite . very much

4




Appendix D-1

L ¢

Follow-up of Preschool Graduates

7

Teacher

Child ’

Date ¢ N j:)

How is he/she doing? What .kind of progress has he made this year relative to
his classmates? Social adjustments? . -

‘. Have you made any speciél provisions for him/her in the classroom?-

.

—
—

1

5
«

Has there been, or-will there be by the end of the year, any standardized testing
of the child? e . “

’ e
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. ' hh

Name .

Specific Questions for Interview with Paren;s B

of Preschool Graduates .
{
~ [ 1

I. Past History . .

A. Lead Question: What was your child like when you brought him/her
to the program, contrasted with his/her behavior now?

L3

1. What about birth history, behavior in infancy, etc.? ’

[ d
, -
-

.
t
o

<

2. How had child's behav1or affected the family? .

&, . “
.
4
.
R

3. How did he get along with peers? siblings? other adults? o .

2

—
*

B. How had you tried to deal with child's problems before you came to
the preschool?

s
*
<

A .
-~ - '

\\\\\
" ) . ‘ - >' v
<; 1. How did these things work out?
) |

2. What other alternatives were suggested to you, or did you consider?'

3. Did these "solutions” affect the family?

C.  How aid you learn about the Preschool? : : ,
, . .,
4

1i4
/
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-

II. What is your child like now?  ° ’ )

. -

A. Dia partidipatidh in the preschool havé any influence?

1 -

i '
N 4
. . A
4 N
f

B. 1Is child getting any special services, tutoring, aides, efc; now?

. . . .
AN : . v \‘ ‘
C.. How does he get along with siblings? ¢ peers?

[

- »
.

. ' ‘ ' . -
D.. How do’you feel about his/her current séhool experiences?

3
-

-

III. Description of Child's Participation in.the Program ‘ .

v .

~

,
“ ' 4 .
B
P

A. How long did you comg to preschool? Why? . .
. \ . . \ ‘

-

B. How did child behave at school: at first and then later?

3
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1. Did his behavior change over the course of.the yeary

-

-

2. Did he acﬁ differently at school than at home?

*

3. Dpiad he‘phangé from year 1 to year 2?

4. Did having a male/female teacher have any effects?‘

C. Did changes in his behavior have an effect on the rest of the family?

“Changes in ‘Mother's Behavior '’

!

«

A. Do you perceive of yourself as having changed due to partlclpation in
program?'

)
Vs

-y

‘

1., Wwhat were you like 5efore?

sﬁ

Jé”‘
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2. Did you feel isolated? . »

1

3. Do you notice any changes in your behavior with your other children?

B. Did you learn anything from your participation? How? What? | ..
. . R )
‘. - - . . -‘ * L)
C. Did the program seem contrary to your expectations? .
1. " Did you have reservations, quéstior{s about the program at first? -
F 4 ) A} . .
2. How did you resolve these issues? o 5# >
. &:}_!ﬁ ~ '
_ . e .
D. Did you like participatinghin the program? . v
. . y . .
¥. Influence of Other Mothers, Meetings, gﬁc. ’ .
’ ‘ /o, N ’ M ’
A. Did talking with other mothers.in the f:rogram have an efhfecttﬂ ort yoh? -
. ) - ‘ o 2 @
- * } : \ '
- ' NN . 3
. ) : -
N .1 ’ 4 .
<: v " ) ﬂ N -
- »\xq*_\‘ ) .
' 1i7 L o

Nt
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1. At first, did you expect the mother meetings'HOuld be helpﬁuf;
\.— * v . N 1.'. ‘ '
2. Did you gain anything else from discussions with mothers? - .
3. How about workshops? ) .
LY L
;oA . . .
‘)1\ N -
B. Do you thlnk You said’ things to other mothers in the program that were v
. helpful to them? ' :
" C.” Was the rqiationship‘with other mothers helpful?
) :,a’ . i . . ‘ N N
- ., N . ‘ X 3

“l. Did you notice éﬁy'problems? Can you think of w&ys to improve ‘these? -

/ LI 4 -
1'. '
: . ! . , : - . .-
M . M / ! * . . .\ ) ‘f’. .
2~ Did relationshlps wlth other mothers affect your behavior in the: T _: ’
claskroom? v - : . .
¥ . ‘ N ] -
'.A N ¢, \ .
L4 /\ " , + . .—’- »
i s [ { ‘ - :h - =
S, re vy " ! - ’
’ " . ’.\L?‘-__" 3 ;
. - . "v;'g
VI. Husband and Program- . . '
. o v ‘ qh N ' A “‘ »‘ . .
.Y B -
s * \‘ v * L4 . . M ]
.. = A« Did your hushand get involved in the program? - .,
'l \ - ' !
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Y

. . s . ..

[
.

q / ,
- . \ -
‘ -
»

B . ’ ' - . 4 A / 1 -
. .o L . - /
]

C. What does he think about your, child's patticipation in the program?

B. How did your husband feel when he did participate? ‘ .
3

: .. - - N
L 4 . .
- \
: D, Do you have any comments about the participation.of other fathers/
’ - P ' . -
i ! ) - 1-/”
\ - . N
VII. Consultants = ° ' ' . ‘ .
A. Did you have any sona %cghtacfé with the consultants: architect,
optometrist, etc? ' u .
- > ) -
rl A N
B. How,did they affect’ you? _ L R
- . 1] ’/ i ) ) * )
. ‘ ) . .
. ¢
I3 s 4 [ € v
: . - , * ! - [
VIII. What Changes Would You Make in the Preschool? .
. . i ) ’ . v 3
N “. .t i - . -
- L < ) ] -
} -~ . . ) ’
-~ “ ‘
L] . “ n
! &
. ' \
- ' DA Dat# :
e . Interviewer
. ..‘ s
t > . ’
] - . 1 1 9 , .
Q - | ~ : : oy
. miéﬁw. ‘ ' ' - ' ) -
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Kldmittqd:' Sep;embér 1973
'Gradugped: June 1975

. Casevﬂistory of Kerry
\ Birthdate: . May 22, lS?%

/
/

. k : T ([ . ) o
.+ Kerry is repregentative of those' children who are brought
to the preschool because ‘of perimatal problems. 1In this case, .
- . Kerry's parents had b en alerted to.the possibility of léarning-‘ .
. problems and were qui/te worried abodt'tﬁeir,child.' Howeéver, other"
parents do not seem to recegnize ‘that pre or post matal compli¢ations -
may affect their chyld'g‘learning until they receive the-lettgr_ffom R
the Preschool Program. o : \ VA )

e

- A\
7

.« /. ; ) SN , N
Kerry was porn-with a Hylan membrane 'and had ‘'surgery four ,
days after birth fo correct this defect. ' Her patents were /first
told that the child would not live and laser that she would have
brain damage. After it was clear that Kerry was mot retarded ana '

-did not have .any physical problens, the‘néurosurgé6§¥tol her
parents that shé would be learnjng disabled. ,Developggpg;l testing
Wwas reconmmended, but, because Kerry was only three yeéfﬁ?@ﬁﬂ, her.
parents had not had her tested at the time they-came to the preschool.
The family wgffstill participating in a follow-up program at the
hospital held/ by the department of -neurosurgery, but 't ey were very
negative abount the hospital program, sincg/fﬁey had‘tzhwait several
hours for a, ;short appointment. -Kerry's parents said that she had
been a little slow in pﬁysical.develppment but: that she had shown

. no behavio# problems and seemed well adjusted sociay'y. L.

Aﬁ'the time they responded to the letter.théy feéeiVed'in
the mail ‘and came to the preschool, Kerry's parents were still’ very
' .worried about' her future development and the’ possibility of 'learning-
disabilities. Although, on the Stanford-Binet Intelligenece Test, . <
:« Kerry. consistently performed at a mental age app%ﬁximately-oné year
ahegd ¢f her chronological age; it was not unti ' they had been in .
the preschool for one full year that Kerry's'pa;ents no longer feared
that she was retarded and had grass problems. On the Gesell Develop~ <
mental scale Kerry performed. abaut a half—yéag,below age level on-
the first testings, but she was at age level' by the. time'she was five.
Her parents' observations that she had been somewhat slow in physical
‘development thus appear to be substantiated. ' Moreover,- the growth
Kerry seems to have shoyn to her teachers and patents” in the preschopl -
program was related to her improved performance on the Gesell,

. . . . ., .
When Kerry first came to the preschool she was timid)and - —
fearful of climbing to any height; but by the middle of ‘the /first .
year she ‘had developed enough confidence . to climb stairs an jump . -
to targets. !ler confidence in hér ability to climb increaséd over
‘the two years she was in the preschool.  ‘Otherwise, Kerry appeared
to have no noticeable motor prdbiéms,// er gross motor abilities ~
. - ) 4 . / .

P

‘

W /.

< og -

et/

o) /e v .
: / ‘ o

v/
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.Case History of gerry R

°
»

, . - . ) 1 Y

showed general imorovement throughout her stay in.the preschools
Rerry was ,usually well orgariized in her play: _able to move from
- one activity to ahother, and to decide what she wduld do .and
she would do it. ’‘She-showed good imagination and was able
out her ideas in productive ways. - :giL? - e
. V &L L
N Kerry's major prbplems appeared to be in the-social area.
74;4§mkwas‘quiet“and withdrawn when she first came to the préschool ,
and very dependent on her mother, although -she did seem more -
going and indevendernt at home. Kerrv's .dependence on her mother-
becane clear the second vear in the proaran when her mother started
working jn the’ other classroom. ' Kerry became very upset and could
not becefre involved in classroom actjvities without Her mother's,
presence. Kerry.would not.play witH the other childrén and was
‘often reluctant to come: to schodl or would,refuse to come £o smack’
or to go outside. Kerry did not seem to haye enough self~confidence
to act indepencently without adult support. Kérry's mother ‘and
“teachers realized how much.the child needed her mother, and her
mother returned' to Kerry's classroom. They permitted Kerry, to be
a little child and gave her the physical ‘and emotional support she'’
seemed to”need. Through rple playing activity Kerry could test.
out what sWe was _told and express her needs for security and
affectid&,f:hg$ﬂggember(ahd January Kerry'sipéhavibr changed )
greatly; shé& .again enjoyed coming to.school even without- her‘mother:
and became inderested'in playing with the other children. ‘Kerry
seemed ﬁﬁ.h@ve develqgped a sense of trust and understanding that
enabled ‘her to becom¢ independent of her mother Qﬁd more confident
jn herself. o ' .- ' ) :

> N Ld
l -~

) Todqy‘K%rry's wother describes het as "where ‘she éhgylé/be
dqve%ppmentélly]” Kerry-seems to be somewhat of a loner y nature.
Her mother "feels the child is guiet, not shy, and says that Kerry
can play alone and be happy. Kerry's parents feel that the” lag
between her physical ‘and intellectwal developmeént has been greatly
-decreased. Kerry's teachexr’ fe€ls.she is doing very well--"like
any other kindérgarten child." -She is verbal, capable, and good
at expressing her feelings. Kerry has been' able to go into the -
.Readiness class in which her mother is an aide with Tittle diffi~
“culty. Kerry géts along well with the other children; but as ‘her
téacher says, she probably will. never be an initiator in. social
situations. 1In short,. Kerry is ®iewed by both her teachers and
her parents'as a competent and secure kindergarten child who should
"do well in school in the future. , e '

./ .-

-
N




" ‘case, a normal, well-adjus

* decided.to u

Admitted: Qctober 1974
Graduated: June 1975

Case History of Pe
Birthdate: March 31,

Peter represent

ed four-year-ola er-reacted to a

family crisis to the point %here hig behavior Uxderwent a great )
and distressing change and his parent eared he had a neurological
problem. - — - .

. Peter's mother brought him to, tke preschool because of
the abrupt change in his behavidy. His family was going through
a difficult perio&:" both grandrothers were hospitalized and one
was near ceatn. Peter's parents re constantly at the hospital
and under §reat strain, esseciallY, is mother on whom the whole
family was leaning. Peter had been \nappy in nursery school and . .
got along well with the other childrép. Yet-after his parents
becan making such frequent ips to the hospital, Peter would not -
leave them alone, refusec to)go to nursSery school or anywhere
alone, and spent his time e€ither followi g his mother or watching.
T.V. His deranding apd puzzling behavior\only added to his
mother's worries. Although she was told tat-Peter was going
through a stage he would grow out of, she wirried’that there might
be a more serious neurologic#l or psychologikal problem. At a

- neighbor's ‘'suggestion she brought Peter to thea Drop-In Center; and = ~—

because there was an opening in the program, Peteér entered the
Preschool. . ;

. L e— . e
. en Peter first came- the Preschool, \n mid-October,
he would not \play with any of the chi and cduny to his mother.

- He sloyly beg
let his Jwother

Neave. ecause Peter would get invo with his
male tea i

ith the trains, his mother and teachers
opportdity to start the separation process.
Peter's mother began by sittiqg alonq'the,edges of the room, later
in the coat room, removed-from“ghe play activity. For the next
stage, Peter's teacher got hi clock with which he could time

his mother's departures, Altho t first Peter cried and screamed
and spent this time’watching the c ‘refusing to‘get involved in
any activity, he could tolerate. his mother leaving for short periods
of time, starting with' two minutes.. Hi§ mother always returned on

. time, proving to Peter that he could ‘trust her.. Gradually the
-amount of time was increased until, by December or January, Peter's

_mother could leave with the other mothers:-and Peter would tell her
~when to come back. This process continued until :separation was no
longer a problem. At the same time, Peter's interaction with theékr

- other ‘children also increased. He began to participate at snack,

.later .at story and nusic; and finally he could get involved in play
activities with the other children.




. Peter

Peter consistently tested aboveAage level on the
standardized tests given to the children. On his final Stanford-
, Binet his mental age was over 1-1/2 years above his chronological
. age. Peter's problem appears to have been erotional and, although

N the causes of his behavior were clear, his parentsg could not solve

\. the problen alone,
| ‘ Today Peter is in a mature kindergarten class. ‘His
-+ / teacher feels that ne is very mature ‘academically-and near the
‘top of his class. His social behavior is also above average. ;
s Pe\t\*ker's g/cher has cescribed him as "the ideal child.” ke i¥ ¥
enthusiastic and always has things to contribute to'class:‘ In . 4 ©
short, it appears that Peter's erotional problers have -abate#
‘and that he has made a successful adjustrent to school. MR
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2. ’What was it about these sessions that helped you most? Which helped
you least? B y

.

- \ L

A .

3. What suggestions do yéu have for next year?

& .
J
,I‘ 1 ' -
4. How do you feel now about being in the program? °
' - 14
, .
N
» : ' [ e ' ~ .
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. Name S . ;:\\\X, .

: 1
te
Parent'é.MOnthly Questionnaire ‘\\\\\\\ D

1. Bow do you perceﬁyé/;;qr c ild's.pfoblem3~this month?

- . ~,

2, What changes have you seen in Qour child this month?

- . . A . -
- - L - N ° N ‘

What changes have you seen in yourself this month?

> N
’

What experience has been the most meaningful to you this month?

How have the observations of other parents affected you this month?

-

'




Name ’ v Date P

Preschool Staff Monthly Questionnaire

-

1. "What has been the most rewarding experience for you dnring,:hemlasﬁy-onth?

-

L 4 -

. .
’ N /
y e, -

L . . .- N IR . .
2. What do you see as the most serious problems for the program? - ,

3. 'Which aspect of the program has been developing to your satisfaction
this month? - s :

1

—

1

4

4. Which children do you feel you have been most successful with this month?
why? .

4

S. Which children do you feel you have been least successful withﬂthis month?
+ Why?
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o Suﬁmary of Parent Questionnaires

e MARCH

* All the parents described specific strengths or changes they had seen in
their children or themselves as their most meaningful experience tliis month.
Generally, these things concerned the growth and maturation of the ¢children in
gross motor, fine motor, social, and emotional skills. One mother benefi ed .
from speaking with Nancy about speech; another from Dr. Adam's dlscussian Three
mothers--in different gropps--were pleased that the parents are Becoming ‘better
able to communicate with another.

- By a count of 11 to 4 jwith parents not respon&iag}-ga;ﬁnts felt better - ' .
this month. They mentioned \such changes_in themselves as being plore relaxed,

patient, understanding and accepting of their children's behavier or feeling gen-
erally happier and enjoying being outside with the children. ?erents noting nega-
tive changes were all generally tired and edgy due to illness of themselves or
others or unsettling experiences such as remodelling the house.

The observations of other parents have been positively affecting everyone.
They help parents cope with matters better, 'learn how their children act when
mother is not in the classroom, and more aware of the difficulties their children
might be having in certain areas. 1In 'general, parents havé encouraged and helped *
each other in the meetings. ’ .

~
[y

Many of thé pyoblems cited by parents fall into the general category of time- .
there just is notyenough. Several mothers noted that orqanxzatxon is 1mprov;ng
and plans made at meetings are being followed through. One mother said that the

nunber of adults in the room sometimes creates problems, another mother felt that
minority opinions were sometimes not given eqqﬂl time ‘at meetings; one regretted
that her time demands prevented her from attending regularly, and orle mother was
concerned because the mothers in her group were not able ‘to get together for dis-
cussions on a regular basis.

S Y

Sumary of Staff Questianﬁaire - March '~ - \ o Y
Several staff members have beenh pleased with the progress of the pare;:'groups~.
people seem to be participating and learning more in all four groups; and the staff -
has discovered new ways to involve parents and make the meetings more successful.
In addition, Jake and Charlie are still happy about the growth of specific chlldren
through swimming. Lois is happy that teachers’ in other schools are requestlng equip-
ment to help them meet chxldren 8 needs and several staff members cited the develop~
ment of the Consultation ‘Center.as a cause for satisfaction. .

’ A problem described by four staff members this month concerned the town fund-
ing the program in the future. Several people cited problems which have more per-
sonal implications including setting reasonable expectations for ourselves and each
other, learning to delegate responsibility and communicate better with mothers about
issues such as the organization and structure of the program, and taking for granted
that staff input may be less needed as parents and children grow and develop.
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